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PREFACE 


Tuts volume, which continues the documentation of Volume VIII, Chapter 

XIV, and Volume XIII, Chapter I, deals with the further attempts of the 
Allies to establish peace in the Near East over the period beginning January 
1, 1921, and ending September 2, 1922, on which day the Greek Foreign 
Minister requested His Majesty’s Government to arrange an armistice be- 
tween the Greeks and the Turkish Nationalists on the basis of the immediate 
evacuation of Greek forces from Asia Minor (see Nos. 755 and 756). The 
subsequent negotiations resulting in the Armistice of Mudania (October 11, 
1922) will be documented in the first chapter of Volume XVIII, which will 
deal also with the Conference of Lausanne and with the steps leading to the 
withdrawal, in October 1923, of the Allied forces from Constantinople. 

On December 12, 1920, Lord Hardinge, His Majesty’s Ambassador at 
Paris, had reported that, in view of their difficulties in Syria and Cilicia, the 
French Government were entirely opposed to the ratification of the Treaty 
of Sévres in the form in which it had been signed on August 10, 1920, and 
were advocating an agreement with the Turkish Nationalists on the basis of 
the restoration of the Vilayet of Smyrna to Turkish sovereignty (see Volume 
XIII, No. 194). In excuse of this avowed intention not to honour their 
signature of August 10, 1920, the French could indeed call attention to 
subsequent events in Greece—the fall of M. Venizelos and the return of 
King Constantine, whom they branded as a traitor to the Allied cause. 
Lord Curzon, however, had taken the view that King Constantine should be 
given the opportunity of adhering to the policy of the Venizelist regime, and 
he had gone on to propose certain conditions that King Constantine (or his 
son) should accept before his regime should be given recognition (see Vol- 
ume VIII, No. 97). But these proposals the Supreme Council had rejected, 
and it had been decided that, should King Constantine return to Greece, 
then Greece should be deprived of Allied financial assistance (see Volume 
VIII, No. 100). This decision meant that Greece under King Constantine 
was less likely to give the Allies effective assistance in compelling the Turks 
to ratify the treaty. But, even after King Constantine had returned to Athens, 
Lord Curzon, though willing to make slight modifications in the treaty (see 
No. 6, note 6, and No. 20) worked, it would seem, on the assumption that 
the Greek military effort would still be sufficient to compel the Turks to 
accept the proposed settlement in all its essentials; and throughout 1921, and 
during the first eight months of 1922, he endeavoured to preserve as much 
as possible of the treaty and to promote allied unity, which, in his view, 
would induce the Greeks to accept a compromise on the status of Smyrna 
and force the Turks to renounce the extravagances of their nationalist pro- 
gramme as set forth in the so-called National Pact (see No. 13, note 6, and 
No. 91). Throughout this period, however, no settlement was made. The 
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Greeks failed to achieve any lasting or pronounced military success; the 
French Government, who suspected the British of designing to ‘turn Constan- 
tinople into the second Egypt’ (see No. 395), presented a dogged opposition, 
waiting for the Kemalists to gain the upper hand; while the Italian Govern- 
ment endeavoured by one means or another to secure what they believed to 
be their rights under the provisions of the war-time treaties (see Nos. 528, 
532, 650). Against the manceuvres of the two Allies Lord Curzon made, at 
least in words, a determined stand. Drawing upon excellent office briefs 
which gave him an unfaltering grasp of the facts and intricacies of every 
point in dispute, he argued his case forcibly both in writing and at the con- 
ference table. The policy that he defended was not originally of his making. 
In 1918 and 1919 his opinions on the Near East had been ignored (see 
Harold Nicolson, Curzon: The Last Phase, 1934, pp. 71 ff.). But at least some 
of the aims of that policy coincided with his own views and, as one who had 
a meticulous respect for agreements made, he endeavoured to continue the 
policy mapped out, introducing such modifications as circumstances might 
dictate (see No. 369), and showing readiness to compromise when there 
seemed a danger of war or a total breakdown of the Anglo-French entente. 
All this (and much more) becomes apparent from a study of the documents 
presented in this Volume. 

The documentation in Chapter I supplies the background to the discus- 
sions on the Near East at the Second Conference of Paris, January 24-29, 
1921, the Third Conference of London, February 18—March 18, 1921, and 
the Paris conversations of June 18-19, 1921, between British, French, and 
Italian representatives (see Volume XV, Chapters I, II, and V). At Paris in 
January 1921 the French Government accepted a British proposal that the 
Near East question should be discussed in London at an Allied conference to 
which Greeks and Turks should be invited, it being hoped that the Turkish 
representatives from Angora and Constantinople would form a single 
delegation. This Conference (the Third London Conference) was a failure. 
Allied proposals for modifications of the Treaty of Sévres (see Volume XV, 
No. 53, Appendix 2, and No. 58, note 3) were rejected by both sides. On 
March 23 the Greeks resumed the offensive (see No. 72, note 1) which they 
maintained until April 2. Not until June 15 were they able to move forward 
again. This time they reached Sivri Hissar, some sixty miles short of Angora, 
the seat of the Turkish Nationalist Government. 

Meanwhile the friction in Anglo-French relations had increased, the chief 
points in dispute being: the question of the supreme command at Constan- 
tinople (see Nos. 10, 25, 35, 57, 70, 85, 113, 115, 122, 138, 181, 226); the 
French agreement of March 1921 with the Kemalists concerning Cilicia 
(see Nos. 56, 60, 63, 76, 84, 121, 160); and the alleged supply of arms to the 
Kemalists by the French and Italians (see Nos. 54, 129, 122). Moreover, the 
question of the Allied neutrality had become exceedingly complex (see Nos. 
88, 93, 96, 100, 112, 125, 128, 131, 134-42, 154, 167, 170), as had also that of 
Greek belligerent rights (see Nos. 150-2, 158-9, 164, 171, 176). Hoping to 
find a solution of all these problems, Lord Curzon, on June 14, 1921, proposed 
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to M. Briand that, in return for an allied undertaking to maintain their 
rights under the Treaty of Sévres in other respects, the Greek Government 
should be asked to agree to the creation of an autonomous Turkish province 
of Smyrna under the protection of the Allied Powers; and that, should Greek 
agreement be forthcoming, the proposal should then be put to the Constan- 
tinople and Angora Governments, with the intimation that, if it were refused, 
then the Allies would give assistance to the Greeks. At the same time Lord 
Curzon offered to meet M. Briand in Paris (see No. 229). To this proposed 
meeting M. Briand promptly agreed; and at the Paris conversations of June 
18-19 Anglo-French harmony was temporarily restored. The French, and 
subsequently the Italian, Government accepted (at least in principle) 
General Sir Charles Harington’s supreme command at Constantinople 
(see No. 245). It was then agreed to approach jointly the Greek Govern- 
ment, offering Allied mediation and inviting them to place themselves in 
Allied hands. These proposals were promptly rejected in a Greek Note of 
June 24 (see No. 260). 

As the documentation in Chapter II shows, the temporary improvement 
in Anglo-French relations did not last long. If General Harington’s status 
was settled in principle, the question of his actual powers was still a matter 
for disagreement (see Nos. 282, 329, 344, 353, 387, 395). There remained, 
moreover, divergent views on Greek belligerent rights, conflicting interpre- 
tations of neutrality (see Nos. 276, 281, 299, 311, 314-15, 322, 497) and 
British suspicions that the French were negotiating a separate agreement with 
Angora (see Nos. 298, 305, 309, 388). In August, 1921, however, the Third 
Conference of Paris, which had been called primarily to deal with the prob- 
lem of Upper Silesia (see Volume XV, Chapter VI, and Volume XVI, 
Chapter I), provided an opportunity to discuss the Near East. On this 
occasion the Allied Powers, having decided that a further offer of mediation 
to the Greeks and Turks would be premature, reaffirmed their strict neutral- 
ity, stipulating, however, that private firms should no longer be prevented 
from selling arms to both belligerents—a decision which, on the face of it, 
would help the Greeks but which Lord Curzon, who discerned other impli- 
cations, later described as ‘a deplorable blunder’ (see No. 738, note 1). 
Nevertheless Lord Curzon, along with Mr. Lloyd George, frustrated an 
attempt by M. Briand to deprive the Greeks of their naval base at Constan- 
tinople. Two decisions of some importance were then taken: each allied 
power should attempt, by informal means, to discover the real intentions of 
the belligerents; military experts should consider the question of the forces 
required to guarantee the freedom of the Straits. 

As Lord Curzon had seen, the decision to allow private firms to supply the 
belligerents raised in a more acute form the question of Greek rights of search 
and seizure. These rights the French and Italian Governments refused to 
recognize (see Nos. 376-8, 385, 391, 403, 409, 463, 474, 497), the result 
being that considerable military supplies reached the Kemalists from western 
Europe (see No. 684). By way of contrast, the Greek supply situation, owing 
to lack of funds, was precarious. Moreover Greek fortunes had suffered a 
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reverse. In August the advancing Greek army had been defeated on the 
Sakharia River and had subsequently retreated to the line Eski Shehr- 
Afium Karshissar. Hoping to find some way out of this situation, the Greek 
Prime Minister, M. Gounaris, following conversations with M. Briand in 
Paris (see Nos. 417-18, 424), visited London at the end of October 1921 for 
talks with Lord Curzon. Once again Lord Curzon pressed him to advise his 
Government to place themselves in Allied hands (see No. 425). This advice 
the Greek Government accepted but in a Note of November 12 drew Lord 
Curzon’s attention to the serious problems that would arise in any attempt 
to negotiate a settlement of Asia Minor (see Nos. 449-50). By that time the 
Greek treasury was exhausted; and on December 2 the Greek Foreign Minis- 
ter, M. Baltatzis, intimated that the Greek army could not maintain its 
position unless an English loan were sanctioned (see No. 449). To a loan 
raised in the London money market Lord Curzon had no objection, but he 
was opposed to any ‘positive’ action that would run counter to the Allied 
Agreement of December 4, 1920 (see No. 478); and in January 1922, when 
informing Mr. Bentinck, the Chargé d’Affaires at Athens, that the Treasury 
had agreed that Greece could negotiate for a loan of up to £15,000,000, he 
made it clear that this ruling in no way implied the raising of the financial 
blockade of Greece (see No. 499). But the Greek Government failed, for 
purely commercial reasons (see No. 549, note 3, and No. 741, note 2), to 
raise a loan in London. On February 15 M. Gounaris informed His Majes- 
ty’s Government that the Greek military position in Anatolia was highly 
critical. In his reply of March 6 (see No. 549) Lord Curzon expressed the 
hope that the Greek military situation was less serious than M. Gounaris had 
suggested—a document which was to arouse much discussion both in Eng- 
land and in Greece, where it was cited at M. Gounaris’s trial in November 
1923. 

Meanwhile Anglo-French relations had taken another turn for the worse. 
At the end of September, 1921, the British Government had asked M. 
Briand to explain the scope of M. Franklin-Bouillon’s mission to Angora 
(see No. 398). They were informed that this agent was empowered only to 
discuss problems concerned with French prisoners held by the Kemalists, 
with the minorities in Cilicia, and with the evacuation of French troops from 
that region; and that he was forbidden to discuss matters relating to a general 
settlement (see No. 402). Under pressure M. Briand promised on October 
27 to communicate without delay a copy of the Franco-Angora Agreement 
which had been signed by M. Franklin-Bouillon on October 20, adding that 
this agreement followed with only slight modifications the text of the Franco- 
Turkish agreement made in London in March (see No. 423). But Lord 
Curzon, on learning the scope of the new agreement, formed the conclusion 
that not only did the treaty conflict with the Tripartite Agreement, with the 
Minorities Agreements, and with the terms of the French Mandate for 
Syria (see No. 432), but its very conclusion prejudiced a common Allied 
policy in the Near East (see No. 436). He therefore endeavoured, in taking 
a stand against the French Government’s conduct, to make certain of 
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Italian support (see No. 434), having been assured that the Italians them- 
selves were refraining from any attempt to make a separate agreement (see 
Nos. 435, 441, 443). Thereupon followed an acrimonious correspondence 
between the French Government and Lord Curzon (see Nos. 445, 468, 470-1, 
484, 490, 502)—a correspondence which dragged on into the year 1922. 

In an endeavour to strengthen the common front in the Near East, the 
British Government decided on November 22, 1921, to propose to the 
French and Italian Governments the calling of a Conference at Constan- 
tinople in the early New Year (see Nos. 456, 462). It was hoped that the 
French, who were thought to have close relations with Angora, would take 
the lead in arranging this conference and, in the event of its failure, would 
earn the discredit (see No. 548). But it was Lord Curzon himself who took 
the initiative in making proposals—proposals which should form a basis of 
discussion at a preliminary meeting of the three Foreign Ministers of the 
Allied Powers. In a Memorandum of December 30, 1921 (enclosure in No. 
496), which provides an excellent summary of the history of the negotiations 
on the Near East, he proposed: a revised plan for Smyrna; the removal of 
the Greco-Turkish frontier to a distance of about eighty miles from the walls 
of Constantinople; the limitation of the Greek forces in Eastern Thrace; the 
predominance of the Moslem element in the executive council of the town of 
Adrianople; the complete evacuation (under certain conditions) of Constan- 
tinople by Allied troops; the placing of the Straits Commission under the 
supervision of the League of Nations; and arrangements for a reduced 
demilitarized zone. He proposed further a national home in Cilicia for the 
Armenians, the confiding of the direct supervision of the minority provisions 
to the League of Nations, and certain modifications in the military clauses of 
the treaty. As for the revision of the financial clauses, he preferred to leave 
the initiative to the French. 

As will be seen from the documents in Chapter III, although Lord Curzon 
discussed matters at Paris on January 16, 1922, with M. Poincaré (who was 
to succeed M. Briand on January 18), little headway was made. M. Poincaré 
then and later raised difficulties, emphasizing the need for larger concessions 
to the Kemalists and making it perfectly clear that the French Government 
had no intention of employing military forces against them (see Nos. 508, 
515-19, 537). Lhe Italian Government were likewise unenthusiastic and let 
it be known that their assistance would depend on British support for the 
economic advantages they were seeking (see Nos. 512, 522, 525, 528, 532, 
547). During the delay Izzet Pasha, representing the Constantinople Gov- 
ernment, and Yussuf Kemal Bey, representing Angora, arrived in Europe. 
In March Lord Curzon had interviews with both these envoys (see Nos. 
554-7). He impressed upon them, in answer to their extensive claims, the 
fundamental principles on which the allies would insist. He was soon to 
discover, however, that, although he obtained, after some ten meetings in 
Paris with his allied colleagues, a considerable measure of agreement to 
his proposals (see Chapter IV), when it came to following up verbal 
understandings by common allied action, allied unity was, as is shown by the 
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documentation in Chapter V, sadly lacking. In any case, the proposals 
pleased neither the Turks (see No. 583) nor the Greeks (see Nos. 575-6). The 
Angora authorities, refusing to commit themselves to basic peace conditions, 
endeavoured to secure the unconditional evacuation of the Greek forces and 
proposed a conference at Ismid, it being their intention to bargain on every 
point (see No. 603). Lord Curzon, however, continued to insist on three 
stages: acceptance of an armistice; acceptance of the Allied proposals 
(which might later be modified in small details); and a conference to which 
both Greeks and Turks would be invited (see Nos. 612, 617, 619). But M. 
Poincaré refused to budge from his contention that pourparlers préparatoires at 
Ismid would afford the best chance of reaching a settlement (see No. 615); 
while the Italian Government adopted an equivocal position and greatly 
resented Lord Curzon’s accusations that they were working behind Britain’s 
back (see Nos. 611, 620-3, 626). 

Much incensed with these delays Lord Curzon informed the French 
Government that, if the Paris proposals were abandoned, His Majesty’s 
Government would have to proceed ‘in a different and independent way’, 
and, as a first step, would publish their correspondence with the Allied 
Governments and with the Governments of Athens, Angora, and Constan- 
tinople (see Nos. 627, 645). On June 19, however, when M. Poincaré was 
in London, it was agreed that an inter-allied conference should be held in 
late July or early August (see No. 659) ; and on July 5 His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment withdrew their objections to a preliminary conference with the Turks, 
it being intimated that this conference might be held at Beicos or some con- 
venient place near Constantinople. They stipulated, nevertheless, that the 
Allies should agree beforehand to abide by the Paris proposals, recognize the 
Greek right of search, and declare not to exclude the possibility of streng- 
thening the provisions for the safeguarding of minorities. But the Greek right 
of search the French Government flatly refused to recognize—a refusal which 
led to a highly polemical exchange of correspondence (see Nos. 680, 686, 
689) and to further delays. Of these delays, the Greek Government com- 
plained. They pointed out that no progress had been made in the inter- 
national situation since October 1921 and they requested His Majesty’s 
Government to tell them frankly what they were expected to do (see No. 678). 
On July 23 and 27 they intimated that they contemplated reassuming liberty 
of action (see Nos. 693, 697) and of taking measures for putting an end to the 
conflict—a statement which prompted Mr. Bentinck to repeat the warning 
given the previous year (see No. 330) that a Greek attack on Constantinople 
would not be tolerated (see No. 698). On July 29 they communicated 
a note stating that they had come to the conclusion that only a Greek 
occupation of Constantinople would bring about peace (see No. 703). 
Mr. Bentinck repeated his warning, having been instructed to state that 
any advance on that city would be resisted by Allied forces (see Nos. 700, 
705, 707, 709). 

The French Government continued to press for a preliminary conference, 
suggesting that it be held in Rhodes, or in Switzerland, or in a North Italian 
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town (see No. 728). Sir H. Rumbold, the British High Commissioner at 
Constantinople, who was asked for his comments, recommended that such a 
conference should be held in Venice, and he pointed out the impracticability 
of insisting on an armistice beforehand (see Nos. 733-4). This advice Lord 
Curzon accepted. But the invitation to the Governments of Athens, Angora, 
and Constantinople to attend the proposed conference was delayed, the 
French Government having raised objections to the draft of invitation (Nos. 
743, 753). Already, however, the military situation in the Near East had 
changed drastically. On August 26 the Kemalists had taken the offensive 
against the Greek position south of Afium Kara Hissar. The Greeks suffered 
a heavy defeat. On September 2 the Greek Chargé d’ Affaires communicated 
to the Foreign Office the following: ‘. . . the Greek Government consider it to 
be their duty to inform the British Government, who have shown interest in 
our cause, that the Greek Army is no longer capable of coping with the 
enemy offensive’ (see No. 754, note 2). 


Of the conflicts that arose in Westminster and Whitehall over the handling 
of Near East affairs, the documents in the Foreign Office archives give several 
glimpses (see Nos. 19, 271, 369, 390, 405, 592, 608, 621, 622, 675) but nota 
full picture. By way of contrast, however, the opinions expressed by members 
of the Foreign Office and by the British Representatives in Athens and Con- 
stantinople are profusely documented and, within the limits imposed by the 
form of official correspondence, provide a running commentary, which is 
of great interest. 

In a Memorandum of January 8, 1921 (see No. 7) Mr. Harold Nicolson, 
a member of the Central European Department, strongly advocated the 
return to the policy originally proposed by Lord Curzon but rejected by the 
Supreme Council in December 1920, that of supporting King Constantine 
on certain conditions. ‘I fully realise’, he wrote, ‘that we can scarcely act in 
this independent way without risking a split with the French. .. . I contend, 
however, that unless we do something definite of this nature, it is of no use 
talking of our desire “‘to maintain the Treaty of Sévres”....’ In another 
Memorandum (of January 18, see No. 12), he stated: ‘Greece constitutes 
a very positive asset in British imperial policy and so long as we have an 
Empire, our policy is bound to be imperial. ... We know full well that 
whatever compromise is arrived at will represent a certain sacrifice to us 
whereas to the French it will serve only as a slight obstacle to be either cir- 
cumvented or undermined. . . . A compromise on the question will not 
either please Greece, placate Turkey or be loyally subscribed to by the 
French.’ These ideas found considerable support from Sir Eyre Crowe, 
Permanent Under-Secretary of State. ‘I feel’, he minuted (see No. 12, note 
g), ‘that if we make concession over Smyrna and facilitate France’s proposed 
arrangement respecting Cilicia, we are entitled to have our own way as re- 
gards our general policy towards Greece, and could, if necessary, renew 
financial and diplomatic support to a Constantinist Government even if 
France did not join.’ Again, when in May 1921 the Secretary of State for 
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War circulated to the Cabinet a paper in which the immediate withdrawal 
of British troops from the Dardanelles and the Bosphorus was advocated as 
the only alternative to military disaster, in a Memorandum (see No. 201) 
which Lord Curzon obviously had in mind when he spoke in a Cabinet 
meeting of May 31, Sir E. Crowe once more emphasized the importance of 
Greek support, of finding out whether Greece was prepared to continue her 
military efforts and, if so, of affording her, if necessary, financial and military 
support. He doubted, however, whether ‘the support of the Greeks alone 
would suffice to maintain the position at Constantinople’. French co-opera- 
tion might be necessary. ‘If we want France to stand by us,’ he continued, 
‘and support our policy in the East, I am afraid we must bargain and pay.... 
I believe France would pay a high price for an alliance [see No. 516, note 2] 
by which we gave security against a German attack on the Rhine.’ This 
proposal—for a deal with France—he had already put forward in a Memoran- 
dum of February 12 (see No. 38), written in anticipation of the Third London 
Conference. 

The case for supporting Greece was stated by the British representatives 
in Athens—by Lord Granville (see Nos. 45, 207, 252, 416), by Mr. Bentinck, 
when Chargé d’ Affaires (see No. 47), and by Lord Granville’s successor, Mr. 
Lindley (see Nos. 503, 545). But Sir H. Rumbold took an entirely different 
view. His advice was that His Majesty’s Government should attempt to 
build up a new position in Turkey with the Sultan as the corner stone and to 
offer him terms which would win over to his cause the more moderate 
Nationalists (see Nos. 14, 49, note 2, 149). This advice Lord Curzon accepted 
(see Nos. 49 and 74) as offering a possible way out of the impasse, but there 
are no signs that he positively based his policy upon it. It is possible rather 
that he paid more attention to the views expressed by Mr. Rattigan, who 
took over the High Commission while Sir H. Rumbold was on leave. Mr. 
Rattigan’s opinion was that the two Turkish governments were hand in 
glove, that the Constantinople Cabinet was not likely to strike out an indepen- 
dent line, and that there was no chance whatever of the so-called moderate 
Nationalists’ deserting Angora (see Nos. 228, 236, 274, 294, 318). But the 
contrary view was again put forward by Sir H. Rumbold on his return from 
leave. On January 15, 1922 (at the time when it was hoped to convene a 
Conference in Paris), he telegraphed to Lord Curzon (see No. 506) as follows: 
‘, . . if allies offer settlement much better than treaty of Sévres, but falling 
short of national pact, I believe Mustapha Kemal will rejectit; butit might then 
be possible to offer it to Sultan. .. .” Five months later he was still advocating 
this policy. Shortly after Lord Curzon had informed Paris that, in the event 
of failure to maintain an allied front, His Majesty’s Government might be 
compelled to take separate action (see No. 627), he telegraphed on May 23, 
1922, the following (see No. 639, paragraph 14) to London: ‘Please note that 
ante-penultimate paragraph of your despatch No. 1405 to Paris [see No. 627] 
foreshadows possibility of independent British action. I trust that in this 
grave eventuality any separate action, so far as it concerns the Turks, will 
aim at using Constantinople government as counterpoise to Kemalists.’ 


X11 


But this was not what Lord Curzon had in mind. Should the French prove 
to be entirely intractable, his intention was to try once again to make sure of 
some Italian support and to appeal ‘from the disloyalty of France and the 
timidity of Italy to a conference of the signatories of the original Treaty of 
Sevres’. He went on to explain: ‘We should there obtain the backing of 
Japan, Roumania and Yugo-Slavia. We might even obtain some material 
assistance. In any case we should, I expect, establish the isolation of France. 
But this is merely the suggestion of an alternative course of action if we fail 
now....if Lord Balfour [Lord Balfour was about to take charge of the Foreign 
Office while Lord Curzon was on sick leave] would prefer any other course 
of action, I need hardly add that I will willingly acquiesce [see No. 639, 
note 7].” As we have seen, the alternative ‘course of action’ was not followed. 
Instead both Lord Balfour and Lord Curzon, upon his return to the Foreign 
Office, persisted in the efforts to maintain a united allied front, even to the 
extent of making concessions. Such was the position when the Greek dé- 
bacle of September 1922 added its own comment on the policies pursued for 
some twenty months. 


I have to thank Mr. C. J. Child, O.B.E., Foreign Office Librarian, and his 
staff for their unfailing assistance. I have had free access to all papers and 
much help in finding them in the Foreign Office archives. I have also to 
express my debt to the staff of the Public Record Office for their courtesy 
and co-operation. Finally, I have to thank Miss Sarah Court, B.A., and 
Miss Janet Cooper, M.A., Ph.D., for their invaluable help in the preparation 
of this volume. 

DOUGLAS DAKIN 
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3 Mr. WATERLOW 
Foreign Office 
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Tel. No. 13 


5 To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Unnumbered 


6 Sm E. Crowe 
Foreign Office 


CHAPTER I 


DATE 
Jan. 3 


Jan. 5 


Jan. 5 


Jan. 6 


Jan. 6 


Jan. 7 


MAIN SUBJECT 
Reports (1) view of Allied High Com- 
missioners at Constantinople that it 
would weaken representations to Turkish 
Govt. for ratification of the Treaty of Sév- 
res if they were to press for setting up of 
Financial Commission before ratification ; 
(2) opposition of Turkish Govt. to form of 
control desired by Provisional Financial 
Commission. 

Note 4. Izzet Pasha’s mission to the 
Nationalist Govt. at Angora. 


Instructs to have relations with Greek 
Govt. only, and not with King. 


Letter to the Admiralty stating that French 
Govt. have concurred in H.M.G.’s view 
that supply of military and naval material 
to Greece should be suspended. 


Reports conversation with Italian officer 
who stated (1) that Bekir Sami Bey, foreign 
minister in Angora Govt., had informed 
him that Nationalists, who hoped to 
negotiate with Allies, had not signed an 
agreement with the Bolsheviks, (2) that 
a Kemalist emissary on way to " Afghanis- 

tan had said that Nationalists wished for 
peace with Allies on basis of: (a) 1914 
frontiers, (5) elimination of foreign terri- 

torial rights in Asia Minor, (c) special 
regime for Syria. 

Discusses Lord Hardinge’s proposal to 
withdraw from Minorities Treaty signed 
with Greece on Aug. 10, 1920, and resume 
special rights under Treaties of London of 
1832 and 1863: suggests Treaty should be 
signed anew, omitting parts of the preamble 
in which those rights are renounced: but 
points out H.M.G. must first decide how 
far they are prepared to go to maintain 
the Treaty of Sévres. 


Records that French Chargé d’Affaires, 
M. de Fleuriau, expressed view that Allies 
would be driven into making an arrange- 
ment with Mustapha Kemal, which 
course was preferable to alternatives of 


dealing with him largely by force of 
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NO. AND NAME 


7 Mr. NICOLSON 
Foreign Office 


8 Sir H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 25 


9 To Sir H. RumsBotp 
Constantinople 
No. 39 


10 Lorp HArRDINGE 
Paris 


11 Mr. Craicr 
Washington 
Tel. No. 31 


12 Mr. Nicorson 
Foreign Office 


DATE 


Jan. 8 


Jan. 


Jan. 


Jan. 


Jan. 


Jan. 


12 


13 


17 


18 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Greek arms or waiting for his position to 
weaken: adds that M. de Fleuriau, who 
denied that French authorities were in 
touch with Angora, agreed that overtures 
should come from Kemal who, to show 
a firm front to the Bolsheviks, would seek 
an understanding. 

Note 6. Minute by Lord Curzon in- 
structing department to consider under 
five headings possible modifications of 
Treaty of Sévres. 


Memo. giving views on Greece, and ad- 
vocating ‘positive action’ even to extent of 
establishing a semi-protectorate, and even 
at risk of a split with the French 

Note 7. Minute by Sir E. Crowe com- 
menting on this memo. 


Reports (1) lack of news concerning mis- 
sion to Angora (see No. 1, n. 4), (2) refusal 
of financial controllers to release 
£T. 252,000 gold to Turkish Govt. while 
it resists financial control: expresses view 
that Turkish Govt. are awaiting results 
of forthcoming meeting of the Supreme 
Council. 

Note 3. Report on new Greek offensive. 


Reports Sir E. Crowe’s conversation of 
Jan. 5 with Mustafa Reshid Pasha, who 
complained that British High Commis- 
sioner at Constantinople unlike his 
French colleague was unwilling to afford 
temporary relief of Turkish Govt.’s finan- 
cial distress: Sir E. Crowe pointed out that 
remedy of financial difficulties was the 
ratification of the Peace Treaty. 


Note to M. Briand: refers to previous 
correspondence between H.M.G and the 
French Govt. on the question of the 
Command at Constantinople and _ re- 
quests that the position of Lt.-Gen. Sir C. 
Harington as Allied Commander-in-Chief 
should be recognized forthwith. 


Reports statement of Acting Secretary of 
State that (1) U.S. Govt. had no grounds 
for cancelling loan to Greece, (2) no step 
had been made by new regime in Greece to 
secure American recognition. 


Memo. advancing objections to proposal 
(likely to be pressed for by French Govt.) 
to revise the Smyrna chapter of the 
Treaty of Sévres, and arguments for re- 
garding Greece as positive asset in British 
imperial policy. 
Annex: drafts of revised articles of the 
Smyrna chapter. 

Note 9. Minute by Sir E. Crowe advoca- 
ting policy (proposed by Lord Curzon but 
not approved by Supreme Council) of 
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NO. AND NAME DATE 


13. Srr H. Russoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 39 


Jan. 19 


14 Sr H. Rvumsotp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 43 


Jan. 20 


Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 27 


15 Jan. 21 


EarRL Curzon 
Foreign Office 


16 Jan. 21 


To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
No. 243 


17 Jan. 24 


Srr_ H. RuMBoLp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 56 


18 Jan. 25 


Lorp HARDINGE 26 
Paris 


Tel. No. 59 


19 Jan. 


MAIN SUBJECT 
bargaining with Greece and adapting the 
bargain to meet new situation caused by the 
return of King Constantine. 


Refers to No. 8: reports (1) that M.F.A. 
has no information concerning negotia- 
tions with Nationalists (see No. 1, n. 4), 
(2) communication by Italian High Com- 
missioner of document stating Nationalist 


aims. 
Note 6. The Turkish National Pact. 


Expresses view that Nationalists have con- 
siderable strength in Turkey and find com- 
mon ground with Bolsheviks in hostility 
to Great Britain, despite moderate ele- 
ments who would like to revert to tradi- 
tional friendship if only Great Britain 
would transfer affections from Greece to 
Turkey: concludes that Constantinople 
Govt. merely render lip service to Allies 
while Nationalists win back as much as 
possible for Turkey: and suggests policy of 
building up a new position for the Sultan 
and Constantinople Govt. to avoid alterna- 
tive of being compelled to recognize the 
Govt. of Angora. 


Reports that King Constantine informed 
Col. Repington (i) that Greece could 
maintain front in Asia for another month 
or six weeks without financial assistance, 
(ii) that it was absolutely impossible to 
grant general amnesty to Venizelist party. 

Notes 5 and 6. Formation of new Govt. 
in Greece. 


Letter to French Ambassador stating 
that, in accordance with the suggestion of 
the French Govt., he does not propose to 
reply to communication of Jan. 12 from the 
Greek Legation notifying the return of 
King Constantine to the throne of Greece. 


Informs of Sir E. Crowe’s conversation of 
Jan. 15 with M. de Fleuriau who stated 
that French Govt. had accepted offer made 
by Nationalist Turks in Rome to French 
Ambassador to facilitate withdrawal of 
both Kemalist and French forces from Cili- 
cia but that French Govt. would make no 
agreement except in complete understand- 
ing with their Allies. 

Reports that, following intervention by 
the Sultan, Turkish Govt. have accepted 
measure of financial control demanded by 
Allied High Commissioners (see No. 8) 
and suggests that moment is opportune 
for insisting on institution of the Financial 
Commission (see No. 1). 


Transmits Lord Curzon’s message for H.M. 
the King and Cabinet stating that French 
Govt. welcomed British proposal that the 


XX1 


PAGE 


20 


2! 


24 


25 


26 


27 


28 


20 


21 


25 


NO. AND NAME 


Lorp HARDINGE 
Tel. No. 60 


Sm H. Rumspoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 57 


Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 35 


Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 37 


Mr. NICOLSON 
Paris 


Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
P. 148 


DATE 


Jan. 26 


Jan. 26 


Jan. 26 


Jan. 27 


Jan. 27 


Jan. 27 


MAIN SUBJECT 

Near East question should be discussed by 
an Allied Conference at which Turks and 
Greeks should be represented. 


Transmits from P.M. English text of M. 
Briand’s tel. to Constantinople and Athens 
containing decisions adopted by Conference 
in Paris on Jan. 25 and instructing French 
representatives in concert with British 
and Italian colleagues to invite represen- 
tatives of Greek and Turkish Govts. to 
attend Conference in London on Feb. 1 
to discuss modifications of the Treaty of 
Sévres, it being stipulated that Turkish 
delegation should include qualified repre- 
sentative of Govt. at Angora. 


Reports that High Commissioners have 
addressed to Grand Vizier a joint note in 
sense of No. 20 and have asked him to get 
in touch with Govt. at Angora: points out 
necessity of helping Turkish Govt. to tide 
over financial difficulties at least to end of 
February. 


Reports that he authorized Col. Reping- 
ton to inform M. Rhallis confidentially 
that H.M.G. had no objection to King 
Constantine’s visiting Greek troops in 
Asia Minor. 


Reports that Greek Govt. accept invita- 
tion to London Conference (see No. 20) but 
that President of the Council expresses 
unofficially his surprise at invitation being 
extended to Kemal. 


Reports conversation with M. Venizelos, 
who expressed alarm at possibility of dras- 
tic revision of Treaty of Sévres, but, on be- 
ing assured that proposal for a Conference 
(see No. 20) had been made by H.M.G., 
was inclined to think that Kemal’s conduct 
would convince French and Italians of 
futility of drastic revision: M. Venizelos 
thinks H.M.G. ought to support King 
Constantine: if he himself were head of 
Govt. he would reduce army to limits 
necessary to hold Smyrna but would be 
prepared, with financial assistance from 
Allies, to maintain it on fully mobilized 
basis. 


Note to French M.F.A. in reply to two 
notes of Jan. 21 (i) expressing surprise 
that French Govt. should attach a new 
condition (i.e. of allocation to French 
officer of post of President of Sub-Com- 
mission on Organization) toconcurrence on 
immediate assumption by General Haring- 
ton of command over Allied forces, (ii) 
calling attention to agreements leading 
to nomination of Major-General Franks for 
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29 


30 


31 


32 


33 


NO. AND NAME 


26 Sir H. Rumesoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 62 


27 Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 41 


28 Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 42 


29 Sm H. RumsBoip 
Constantinople 
No. 108 


30 Sm H. RumpBo_p 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 70 


31 Sm E. Crowe 
Foreign Office 


32 Sm H. RuMBoitp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 81 


DATE 


Jan. 28 


Jan. 28 


Jan. 29 


Jan. 29 


Jan. 31 


Feb. 5 


Feb. 6 


MAIN SUBJECT 

that post, and to other agreements con- 
cerning presidencies of commissions in 
Constantinople, salaries of Allied repre- 
sentatives and British Inspector-General of 
Turkish customs, (iii) reiterating H.M.G.’s 
view shared by Italian Govt. that question 
of installation and accommodation of 
delegates on the Financial Commission 
should be settled on the spot by the High 
Commissioners. 

Transmits translation of Porte’s reply to 
Allied joint note (see No. 21), accepting 
invitation to London Conference. 


Reports that Greek press of all shades 
expresses disappointment at Kemal’s be- 
ing invited to London Conference. 


Refers to No. 23 and reports receipt of 
official note of Greek Govt. accepting invi- 
tation to London Conference (see No. 20) 
in conviction that programme of conference 
accords with maintenance of Treaty of 
Sévres and stating that Greek Govt. con- 
sider Conference would be justified in 
imposing on Turkey penalties reserved by 
signatories of the Treaty. 


Reports views of Sefa Bey concerning 
(i) frontiers of Turkey, (ii) Smyrna, 
(111) Armenia, (iv) the Straits, (v) Turk- 
ish army, (vi) financial clauses of the 
Treaty of Sévres, (vii) spheres of influence: 
adds that he warned Sefa Bey that it would 
be great mistake for Turkey to make 
exaggerated pretensions at Conference 
and reminded him that Turkey had bro- 
ken long-standing friendship with Great 
Britain. 
Reports that Mustafa Kemal, who must 
now decide whether to negotiate with 
Allies or throw in his lot with Bolsheviks, 
resents invitation to Conference through 
intermediary (see No. 21): states view that 
moment is inopportune for making to 
Turkish Govt. proposal for constitution of 
financial commission. 

Note 3. Tel. from Ahmed Muktar Bey 
to Tewfik Pasha. 


Records that, in conversation with the 
Italian Ambassador, who stated that 
Count Sforza proposed to send Italian 
Officer to Angora to induce there a con- 
ciliatory attitude and to promote Allied 
interests, he expressed view that the 
sending of this Mission would only confuse 
contemplated negotiations in London. 


Refers to No. 21 and reports that Grand 
Vizier informed dragomans that Angora 
Govt., who were raising other issues, had 
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43 


NO. AND NAME 


33 Sir H. RumBoitp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 84 


34 Sim H. RumBoitp 
Constantinople 
No. 146 


35 Sir M. CHEETHAM 
Paris 
No. 464 


36 To Sir H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. g1 


37 To Sir G. BuCcHANAN 
Rome 
No. 154 


DATE 


Feb. 7 


Feb. 7 


Feb. 8 


Feb. 11 


Feb. 12 


MAIN SUBJECT 


returned unsatisfactory answer: adds that 
resumption of M.F.A. by Bekir Sami Bey 
indicates that moderate counsels are gain- 
ing ground at Angora, though possible that 
Angora leaders are merely playing for time. 


Reports that M.F.A. had stated (i) Con- 
stantinople Govt. delegation would leave for 
London on Feb. 12, (ii) if Angora Govt. 
sent an independent delegation, then the 
two delegations must presumably come to 
some understanding in London. 


Refers to No. 32: transmits, among other 
documents, translation of tel. from Angora 
Govt. to Grand Vizier (encl.): comments 
on (i) Turkish allegations of massacres by 
Greeks and Armenians, (ii) the leading 
personages at Angora, (ili) the problem of 
the Caliphate, (iv) relationship between 
Turkish nationalists and Bolsheviks and 
between Constantinople and Angora Govts. 

Encl. Tel. from Mustafa Kemal to 
Grand Vizier demanding that Sultan 
should recognize Grand National Assem- 
bly as Govt. of Turkey and that Govt. of 
Constantinople should become a mission 
invested with powers by the Govt. of An- 
gora. 


Transmits revised note (encl.) from 
French M.F.A. in reply to No. 25 and 
explains that M. Kammerer had agreed to 
amend wording: expresses view that French 
Govt.’s obstructive attitude to setting up 
machinery contemplated by Treaty of 
Sévres is dictated by their fear that pros- 
pects of revision would thereby be com- 
promised. 

Encl. French note of Feb. 7 stating 
objection of Ministry of War to British 
officers’ holding both post of Commander- 
in-Chief and President of the Sub-Com- 
mission on Organization and expressing 
view that, since decision to hold conference 
in London, the military situation was less 
critical. 


Informs that H.M.G. are unable to post- 
pone date of London Conference and points 
out that Angora delegation can be received 
only as part of Constantinople delegation. 


Reports conversation with Italian Am- 
bassador who mentioned Count Sforza’s 
desire to resume Italo-British pre-war 
Mediterranean negotiations: and _ states 
that in reply to Ambassador’s hint that, if 
Tripartite Agreement were incorporated 
in revised Treaty of Sévres, Italy would 
then withdraw reservations relative to 
British mandates for Mesopotamia and 
Palestine, he stated that H.M.G. (i) were 
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NO. AND NAME 


Sir E. Crowe 
Foreign Office 


Sir H. RumsBo.tp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 102 


Sir G. BUCHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 47 


Mr. OSBORNE AND 
Mr. NICOLSON 
Foreign Office 


DATE 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


12 


15 


17 


17 


MAIN SUBJECT 


already exercising mandatory powers in 
anticipation of sanction, (ii) could not 
recede from decision of Supreme Council 
to exclude Tripartite Agreement from the 
Turkish treaty: further reports that he ex- 
pressed hope Italian Govt. would impress 
on Angora representatives the necessity of 
their incorporation within Turkish dele- 
gation to the London Conference. 


Memo. suggesting that H.M.G. should 
revive abortive treaty of June 28, 1919 
and give France a military and naval 
guarantee against a new German attack, 
thus fortifying the Entente, improving 
Anglo-American relations, facilitating 
solution of the German problem, and 
strengthening the British position in the 
Near East and elsewhere. 

Reports that High Commissioners, on 
representations from the Provisional Fi- 
nancial Commission, agreed: to publish 
notice enjoining Allied subjects to pay 
arrears of taxation to Turkish Govt. 
which is in state of insolvency; to request 
allied police to assist Turkish tax collec- 
tors; to recommend to their Govts. 
reversion to 11% ad valorem tariff and 
retention of consumption tax. 


Reports that Turkish Ambassador desig- 
nate stated (i) that Angora Govt. could 
not consent to merging of their delegates 
in Turkish delegation, (11) that Angora 
delegation would demand withdrawal 
of Greece from Thrace and Smyrna. 


Memo. dealing with sections of Treaty of 
Sévres and supplementary agreements 
likely to be discussed at forthcoming Lon- 
don Conference: states (i) that War 
Office desire no modification regarding 
maintenance of inter-allied forces for pro- 
tection of Constantinople and_ the 
Straits, but would favour increase of 
special elements and conscription in Tur- 
key, (ii) that Conference should endeavour 
to secure Italian ratification of Greco- 
Italian Treaty regarding Dodecanese, 
(i1) that H.M.G. may have to resist 
Italian proposal for incorporation of Tri- 
partite Agreement in Treaty; advocates 
that, (i) Kurdish section should be re- 
pressed or replaced by undertaking by 
Turkey to grant form of autonomy to 
Kurdistan, (ii) Smyrna, under organic 
law and with Greek diplomatic represen- 
tation abroad, should constitute tributary 
Turkish province under Greck High 
Commissioner assisted by mixed elective 
council and with local gendarmerie and 
militia under his command, (111) “Wilson 
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42 


46 To Sir H. RumsBo.ip 


NO. AND NAME 


Mr. NIcoLson 
Foreign Office 


Sir H. RumsBoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 140 


LORD GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 101 


Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 102 


Constantinople 
No. 206 


DATE 


Feb. 23 


Feb. 27 


Feb. 28 


Feb. 28 


Mar. 2 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Armenian frontiers’ should be abandoned 
in favour of recognition by Turkey of 
Republic of Erivan within pre-war Rus- 
sian frontiers, or autonomous Armenian 
territory in Cilicia under supervision of 
League of Nations and of arrangements for 
voluntary exchange of populations: con- 
cludes with suggestions for procedure, 
stressing importance of maintaining fic- 
tion that the Greeks are acting as Allies. 


Records conversation with M. Venizelos 
who expressed views that (i) compromise 
scheme for Smyrna would give rise to 
uncertainty and disorder, (ii) intervention 
on behalf of Liberals in Athens should not 
be made publicly, (iii) Protecting Powers 
should resume their rights in Greece (see 
No. 5). 


Reports that M.F.A. expressed gratification 
at proposal (made in London Conference, 
see Vol. XV, Nos. 22-4) for Allied inves- 
tigation into populations of Eastern 
Thrace and Smyrna. 


Reports that there is active indignation in 
Greece against reported decision of Lon- 
don Conference to appoint committee to 
enquire into populations of Thrace and 
Smyrna. 

Note 3. Athens tel. No. 104 of Mar. 1 
reporting resolution of Greek National 
Assembly against revision of Treaty of 
Sévres. 


Refers to No. 44: submits that (i) enquiry 
into populations of Thrace and Smyrna 
would seem to admit that previous de- 
cisions were taken carelessly, (ii) to change 
policy and to lose ground in Greece is to 
surrender paramount position in Near 
East to France and Italy, (iii) if King 
Constantine is driven to abdicate anarchy 
and revolution may result, (iv) Turkey was 
enemy during the war whereas Greece 
was an ally. 


Reports conversation with Tewfik Pasha, 
who, when reminded that Constantinople 
delegation showed during London Con- 
ference almost complete subservience to 
Angora delegates, replied that this was 
matter of expediency: adds that Tewfik 
Pasha seemed not to be perturbed when 
reminded that Angora representative, 
Yussuf Kemal Bey, was negotiating in 
Moscow and that Angora delegation was 
trying to make separate arrangements with 
French and Italian Govts.: concludes that 
Tewfik Pasha, who seemed ignorant of 
discussions concerning the ad valorem tariff 
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NO. AND NAME 


47 Sm E. Crowe 


51 


Foreign Office 


To Sm H. RumsBotp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 139 


To Sm H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 153 


To Sm H. Rumsoitp 
Constantinople 
No. 240 


Smrr H. RumBOLD 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 182 


To Sm G. BUCHANAN 


Rome 
Tel. No. 66 


DATE 


Mar. 2 


Mar. 


Mar. 


Mar. 


Mar. 


12 


15 


MAIN SUBJECT 


(see No. 39), requested agreement of 
Powers to increase of customs duties. 


Records conversation with Italian Am- 
bassador who stated that proposed statis- 
tical enquiry into populations of E. 
Thrace and Smyrna (see No. 43) was 
decent pretext for completely altering the 
Treaty of Sévres: adds comment that in 
view of Italian attitude it will be necessary 
to insist on strict terms of reference for the 
proposed statistical commission. 

Note 3. Annotation (Mar. 4) stating 
that proposal had been dropped. 


Instructs to concert with French and 
Italian colleagues to urge immediate re- 
turn to 11% ad valorem import duty; adds 
that there is no objection to continuance 
for the present of consumption tax. 


Instructs (i) to lose no opportunity of im- 
pressing on Sultan and responsible Turk- 
ish officials that proposed modifications of 
Treaty of Sévres are mainly due to 
H.M.G.’s initiative and desire to satisfy 
legitimate Turkish claims, (ii) if considered 
desirable, to express to Sultan hope that 
these proposals will lead to united Turkey 
under Sultan’s authority. 


Reports that he informed Tewfik Pasha, 
who had pleaded for the Enos—Midia as 
against the Chatalja line, that Turkish 
Govt. should be grateful for substantial 
concessions made (see No. 49): adds (i) 
that Tewfik claims to have caused the 
Angora delegation to show a conciliatory 
spirit, (ii) that Constantinople Govt. did 
not want the restoration of the ad valorem 
duty (see No. 48). 


Reports that Turkish Press regrets aban- 
donment of original proposal for statis- 
tical commissions to re-examine questions 
of Thrace and Smyrna (see No. 47) and 
emphasizes that allied proposals (see No. 
49) leave room for counter proposals: re- 
quests information concerning separate 
agreements said to have been made by 
French and Italians (see No. 56, below.) 


Instructs to accelerate Italian Govt.’s 
agreement to H.M.G.’s proposal, to which 
French Govt. have agreed, that High 
Commissioners at Constantinople should 
inform Provisional Financial Commission 
that Ottoman Public Debt gold deposited 
in Berlin and Vienna should be sold and 
proceeds used to assist Turkish treasury. 

Note 4. Rome tel. No. 99 of Apr. 1 re- 
porting reply from Italian Govt. 
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NO. AND NAME 


Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 127 


Sir E. Crowe 
Foreign Office 


Sir H. RumMBoLp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 188 


To Si H. RumBo.tp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 172 


To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
No. 620 


EARL CurZON 
Foreign Office 


Str H. RumMBo.tp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 198 


DATE 


Mar. 18 


Mar. 19 


Mar. 19 


Mar. 19 


Mar. 19 


Mar. 22 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Reports that Greek Press (i) deplores Brit- 
ish consent to modify Treaty of Sévres, 
(ii) severely criticizes French agreement 
with Kemal (see No. 56, below), (iii) 
states that Greece cannot accept pro- 
posals which mean loss of Smyrna. 


Letter to the Italian Ambassador refer- 
ring to Count Sforza’s denial that Italy 
had supplied Kemalists with arms, and 
calling attention to recent report of Kem- 
alist negotiations in Rome for purchases 
of arms and ammunition. 


Reports that on Mar. 14 High Commis- 
sioners addressed to Porte joint note in 
sense of No. 48, to which M.F.A. replied 
that Grand Vizier had reported that Lord 
Curzon had agreed to quintupling existing 
tariff (cf. Nos. 46 and 50): questions accu- 
racy of Grand Vizier’s statements and re- 
quests to be informed of exact position. 


Refers to No. 51: and informs that H.M.G. 
offered no objection to independent 
Franco-Turkish discussions which resulted 
in agreement for exchange of prisoners, 
provisional agreement for ratification of 
Syrian frontier, and evacuation of Cilicia: 
adds that no agreement appears to have 


been madc by Italians (cf. No. 60, below). 


Refers to No. 35: informs that although 
French Ambassador agreed that French 
Govt. were practically pledged to accept 
Gencral Harington’s supreme command 
at Constantinople, Sir E. Crowe failed to 
convince him that General Franks should 
now take up appointment as president of 
Sub-Commission of Organization: adds 
that the French Ambassador quite falsely 
argued that H.M.G. were claiming to fill 
appointment of secretary-general to the 
Financial Commission. 


Letter to the Greek Chargé d’Affaires 
enclosing memo. of Mar. 17 for M. Kalo- 
geropoulos. 

Encl. Memo. calling attention to ob- 
structive measures of Greek authorities in 
Asia Minor and Thrace with regard to 
foodstuffs, rate of exchange, and travel, 
and insisting that Greek Govt. should re- 
move causcs for complaint without delay. 


Reports conversation with M.F.A. and 
expresscs agreement with his view that 
League of Nations should not select a 
Greek for proposed post of Governor of 
Smyrna: adds that M.F.A. suggested 
Constantinople should be left outside scope 
of Straits Commission and expressed appre- 
hension at arrangement Nationalists are 
said to have made with Italians (see No. 60). 
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61 


62 


NO. AND NAME 


To Sir H. Rumsoitp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 181 


To Sir G. BucHANAN 
Rome 
No. 248 


Sir H. RumBo.ip 
Constantinople 
Tel. unnumbered 


Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 


Tel. No. 160 


Sir H. RumsBotp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 202 


Sr H. RumsBo.ip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 201 


66 To Lorp GRANVILLE 


Athens 
Tel. No. 50 


DATE 
Mar. 22 


Mar. 22 


Mar. 23 


Mar. 23 


Mar. 23 


Mar. 23 


Mar. 23 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Refers to Nos. 51 and 56: states that press 
information indicates that French agree- 
ment with Nationalists conflicts (as re- 
gards frontiers of Syria) with Treaty of 
Sévres and with Tripartite Agreement: 
adds that Italians made separate agree- 
ment (Mar. 13) on lines of Tripartite 
Agreement. 


Instructs to obtain concurrence of Italian 
Govt. in H.M.G.’s view, with which 
French Govt. agree, that, whatever the 
ultimate fate of the Smyrna Zone, Hellenic 
authorities should be authorized to collect 
taxes as from date of their occupation, 
subject to any adjustment which may 
later be rendered necessary. 


Reports communication made to Sultan in 
sense of No. 49: adds that Sultan stated 
that if British assistance were refused he 
would have to abdicate: observes that 
H.M.G., who are seeking compromise with 
Nationalists, can hardly do more than in- 
sure Sultan’s personal safety : requests some 
message to convey to the Sultan. 


Reports that until it has been submitted 
to the French Parliament the text of 
the French agreement with the Turkish 
Nationalists (see No. 56, n. 3) cannot be 
communicated to H.M.G. 


Reports that he informed M.F.A. that 
Grand Vizier had completely misrepre- 
sented Lord Curzon’s views regarding 
Turkish customs duties (see Nos. 50 and 
55): adds that he pressed M.F.A. to secure 
his Govt.’s agreement to 11% ad valorem 
tariff. 


Refers to No. 59 and reports that M.F.A. 
had stated (i) that Turkish Govt. were 
well aware they owed proposed modifica- 
tions of Treaty of Sévres to H.M.G. and felt 
disinterested friendship of Great Britain 
was more important to them than that of 
other powers, (ii) that Izzet Pasha on return 
from Angora (see No. 1, n. 4) had reported 
that certain Nationalists looked on 
Great Britain with suspicion on account of 
Malta deportees (see Vol. XIII, No. 177) 
whose release would be proof of benevolent 
sentiments of H.M.G. 

Note 5. Tel. No. 156 of Mar. 12 in- 
forming Sir H. Rumbold of negotiations 
(leading to agreement of Mar. 16) for re- 
patriation of British and Turkish prisoners. 


Informs that it was made clear to both 
Turkish and Greek delegations at recent 
London Conference that unless and until 
agreement was reached as to modification 
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NO. AND NAME 


67 Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 134 


68 Sir H. RumsBoip 
Constantinople 
No. 300 


69 Sm G. BuCHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 84 


70 To Lorp HarpINGcE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 134 


DATE 


Mar. 23 


Mar. 23 


Mar. 24 


Mar. 24 


MAIN SUBJECT 


of the Treaty of Sévres, principal Allied 
Powers could undertake no responsibility 
for restraining either of the two parties 
from movements considered necessary for 
safety of their armies. 

Note 1. Sir E. Crowe’s record of con- 
versation of Mar. 22 with Italian Ambas- 
sador and minute concerning Sir M. 
Hankey’s communication to M. Kaloger- 
opoulos. 


Reports that Greek Acting Minister for 
War stated Greek advance in Asia Minor 
would take place immediately and read 
Greek telegram reporting Mr. Lloyd 
George’s alleged intimation to the Turks 
of his approval of Greek proposal to mobil- 
ize three classes and to advance to coun- 
teract any Turkish concentration, and 
encouragement of Greek hopes of raising 
money in England: adds that Greek army 
stands better chance now than a month or 
two hence: suggests that as Turks are being 
armed by French and Italians it would be 
unfair to restrain Greeks unless it were 
possible (say by renewed threat of loss of 
Constantinople) to prevent Turkish pre- 
parations. 


Records audience with the Sultan who 
expressed view that Angora leaders were 
attempting to compromise the throne and 
to reduce its authority, and were even like- 
ly to set up some other Sultan and remove 
the Caliphate from Constantinople: Sul- 
tan, to whom it was represented that re- 
turn to ad valorem tariff (see Nos. 50 and 55) 
would improve financial position and 
stability of Constantinople Govt., intimated 
that he might have to make changes in 
present Govt. which was subject to influ- 
ence of Angora. 


Transmits text of communication from 
the M.F.A. stating (i) that Italian agree- 
ment made with Kemalists in London 
(see No. 60) provides for Italian priority 
in regard to economic concessions in zone 
corresponding to Italian Zone in Tripar- 
tite Agreement, for mineral concessions 
of Heraclea to be granted to Italo-Turkish 
group, and for technical agreement to be 
signed after conclusion of peace, (ii) that 
agreement amounts only to friendly un- 
derstanding on principles and that for this 
and for parliamentary reasons the text 
cannot be communicated. 


Informs that in view of critical situation in 
Constantinople War Office have warned 
battalion at Malta to stand in readiness, and 
instructs to endeavour to induce French 
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93 


71 


14 


75 


16 


NO. AND NAME 


Mr. OLIPHANT 
Foreign Office 


Sm H. Rumportp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 210 


Sm H. Rumsorp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 214 


To Sm G. BucHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 96 


To Lorp HArRDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 138 


Sm H. RuMmBOLD 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 221 


DATE 


Mar. 24 


Mar. 25 


Mar. 26 


Mar. 29 


Mar. 29 


Mar. 29 


Mar. 30 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Govt. to acquiesce in immediate assump- 
tion of Supreme Command by General 
Harington (see No. 57). 

Note 2. General Harington’s tel. of 
Mar. 23 reporting beginning of Greek 
offensive and situation in Constantinople. 
Letter to Greek Chargé d’Affaires stating 
H.M.G. have given orders to General 
Harington to comply with Greek demand 
for return of Greek 11th Division from 
Allied to Greek command, it being under- 
stood that H.M.G.’s responsibility for this 
division ceases at moment of transfer. 

Note 3. Instructions of Mar. 24 of 
C.I.G.S. to General Harington. 


Reports receipt of note from M.F.A. 
protesting against Greek offensive and un- 
justifiable aggression at time Allies are 
endeavouring to find peaceful solution of 
eastern question. 

Note 2. Lord Curzon’s tel. No. 193 of 
Mar. 31: instructs simply to acknowledge 
receipt of Turkish note. 

Reports that Allied High Commissioners 
propose to withhold as far as possible the 
facilities on Smyrna railways from Greeks 
in their operations against Nationalists 
while allowing them to requisition rail- 
ways in districts under their military 
occupation. 

Refers to No. 62: instructs to inform Sul- 
tan that H.M.G. will give full diplomatic 
support to any regime in Turkey which 
loyally accepts revised peace terms, and 
to say H.M.G. rely on Sultan to make 
every effort to set an example of energy 
and devotion to public duty. 


Refers to No. 69: instructs to inform Count 
Sforza that H.M.G. (i) regret that ally 
should pursue independent negotiations, 
(ii) decline to recognize any agreement so 
made. 

Refers to No. 63: instructs to protest 
against conclusion of a secret pact (see No. 
56, n. 3) with one of the common enemies 
of the Allies and points out that if in anala- 
gous circumstances H.M.G. had made a 
separate treaty and had refused to dis- 
close terms until it had been approved by 
parliament the French Govt. would not 
have been slow to express astonishment. 


Reports that, though he does not antici- 
pate serious disorder and though he has 
received every courtesy from Allied col- 
leagues, General Harington, in view of 
withdrawal of Greek division (see No. 
71) and general unrest in Constantinople, 
considers it militarily unsound to make 
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NO. AND NAME 


Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
No. 148 


To Sir G. BucHANAN 


Rome 
Tel. No. 110 


Sm H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 233 


Sr G. BucHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 102 


Sir G. BucHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 104 


83 Lorp GRANVILLE 


Athens 
Tel. No. 157 


DATE 


Mar. 31 


Apr. 2 


Apr. 2 


Apr. 2 


Apr. 2 


Apr. 2 


MAIN SUBJECT 


dispositions without full control of allied 
resources: expresses agreement with Gen- 
eral Harington but doubts whether it is 
advisable to raise question with French 
and Italian High Commissioners. 

Note 5. Lord Curzon’s tel. No. 204 of 
Apr. 5, stating it would be useless to take 
up matter locally. 


Reports that (1) with return of M. Kalo- 
geropoulos and M. Gounaris to Athens a 
reconstruction of the Govt. is likely, (ii) 
that Greek press, despite lack of definite 
military news and despite fears of Bulgarian 
and Serbian attack on Thrace and Mace- 
donia, is speculating on possibility of taking 
Constantinople. 

Instructs to inform Bekir Sami that for 
every British prisoner handed over three 
Turkish prisoners from Malta will be de- 
livered: adds that Sir H. Rumbold and 
General Harington fear that Angora Govt. 
will refuse to honour agreement made by 
Bekir Sami (see No. 65, n. 5). 


Reports that as instructed he sent to 
M.F.A. memo. and strong verbal repre- 
sentations concerning persecution of 
Greeks: M.F.A. made counter accusations 
against Greeks, and went on to express 
doubt whether state of communications 
permitted transmission of representations 
to Angora Govt. 


Reports that he spoke in sense of No. 75 to 
Count Sforza, who denied attempt to con- 
ceal negotiations with Nationalists and 
who, when asked reasons for failing to 
communicate text of agreement made 
(see No. 69), claimed that agreement in 
present shape was not an international 
act and had not yet been approved by 
Italian Chamber: adds that he protested 
to Count Sforza that allied Govts. ought 
first to have cognisance of terms in case 
any were contrary to decisions of Supreme 
Council. 


Reports that he urged M.F.A. to prevent 
repetition of supply of aircraft to Kemal- 
ists and to issue strong warning against 
practice of trading with enemies of the 
Allies. 


Reports that his French colleague has re- 
ceived instructions from French Govt. to 
effect that French delegate on the Inter- 
national Financial Commission at Athens 
should in no circumstances agree to 
Greek request to issue additional paper 
currency: adds that previous autumn 
French and Italian Govts. agreed to 
issue of paper currency and hopes they 
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NO. AND NAME 


Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 178 


To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 


No. 947 


Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 162 


Sm H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 238 


Sm H. RumsBoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 239 


To Sm G. BUCHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 116 


I. XVI 


DATE 


Apr. 2 


Apr. 2 


Apr. 4 


Apr. 5 


Apr. 5 


Apr. 5 


MAIN SUBJECT 


can be prevailed upon to consent now: 
concludes that if they refuse their motive 
is solely to spite Greece. 

Note 1. Foreign Office telegram No. 52 
to Athens, of Mar. 27, reporting discus- 
sions of Messrs. Gounaris and Maximos 
with H.M. Treasury. 

Note 3. Mr. Bentinck’s despatch of Feb. 
2 reporting on financial position of Greek 
Govt. 


Reports that on Apr. 1 he spoke in the 
sense of No. 76 to M. Berthelot, who, while 
expressing regret for the misunderstanding, 
stated that M. Briand had repeatedly ex- 
plained to British P.M. that he could not 
return to Paris after London Conference 
empty-handed, and that immediate pub- 
lication of agreement with Kemalists 
(see No. 63) was debarred by French 
parliamentary procedure: adds that on 
being handed printed copy of the agree- 
ment he pointed out that text had been 
published in a magazine. 
Refers to No. 70: and instructs, in view 
of new circumstances, to demand that 
French Govt. should give immediate 
effect to promise of Nov. 6 and recognize 
General Harington as Allied Comman- 
der-in-Chief. 

Note 3. Minute of Mar. 28 by Sir E. 
Crowe recording his reply to C.I.G.S. 

Note 8. Correspondence concerning 
French note of Mar. 31. 


Refers to No. 83: and reports that from 
statement made by M. Theotokis he infers 
Greek Govt. are issuing paper currency 
without cognisance of International Fi- 
nancial Commission: adds that French 
delegate, who recognizes Greek urgent 
need for money, prefers this since he ob- 
jects to Commission’s taking responsibil- 
ity of giving consent. 

Instructs British Consul-General at Smyr- 
na to protest to Greek authorities against 
mobilization of Ottoman subjects as 
being contrary to international law. 


Reports receipt of Turkish note pointing 
out that Allied Powers have duty, 
particularly in view of their announced 
neutrality, to prevent the Greeks from con- 
ducting belligerent operations in the 
Straits and the Sea of Marmara. 


Instructs to inform Bekir Sami Bey that, 
in view of lack of proof and of counter 
accusations made by Greeks concerning 
Turkish persecutions, H.M.G. cannot 
intervene in respect of alleged persecutions 
of Moslems by Greeks. 
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NO. AND NAME 


Sir E. Crowe 
Foreign Office 


Sir H. RumBotp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 248 


To Sm G. BuCHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 118 


To Sir H. Rumporp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 209 


Sm H. RumpBoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 250 


To Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 65 


Mr. OLIPHANT 
Foreign Office 


Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
No. 160 


Eart Curzon 
Foreign Office 


DATE 
Apr. 5 


Apr. 6 


Apr. 6 


Apr. 7 


Apr. 7 


Apr. 7 


Apr. 7 


Apr. 7 


Apr. 7 


MAIN SUBJECT 

Records that he asked Italian Ambassa- 
dor, who was carrying a sheaf of telegrams 
reporting British aid to the Greeks, 
whether it was seriously desired that 
H.M.G. should deny these rumours. 


Transmits summary of Turkish National 
Pact (see No. 13, n. 6). 


States that Bekir Sami has not quoted 
correctly terms of exchange of prisoners 
agreement (see No. 65, n. 5) but that 
nevertheless H.M.G. is prepared to deliver 
64 Turkish prisoners to Italian or Turkish 
port in return for 22 British prisoners to be 
delivered at Constantinople or Black Sea 


port. 

States that H.M.G. have informed French 
and Italian Govts. of their view that, 
while it will be impossible to prevent 
Greek from requisitioning transport facili- 
ties, High Commissioners at Constanti- 
nople should withhold as far as possible 
facilities of Anatolia and Smyrna railways. 


Reports that he had replied to French 
High Commissioner (who had asked 
whether the moment for intervention had 
not already come) that there was nothing 
to be done until Greeks had tried their 
fortunes again. 

Note 1. General Harington’s telegram 
of Apr. 6 to War Office stating he had no 
intention of withdrawing from Ismid. 


Refers to No. 93 and instructs to correct 
false impressions as to supposed differences 
between attitude of French and British 
Govts. 

Note 1. Athens tel. No. 164 of Apr. 4 
reporting statements in Greek press to 
effect that British railway facilities in 
Anatolia have been offered to Greek 
military authorities. 

Letter to War Office stating that Lord 
Curzon concurs in (i) policy of allowing 
passage to Turkish Nationalists of material 
other than military equipment, (ii) view 
that Armistice conditions prevail. 

Reports (i) that Greek optimism despite 
news of reverses is probably justified 
since M. Theotokis hopes to mobilize 
45,000 men, (ii) French and Italian pro- 
tests against accusations in Greek press. 


Letter to M. Rizo-Rangabé recounting, 
in reply to Greek accusations of Turkish 
persecutions, Turkish counter-accusations 
against the Greeks, and stating that in 
view of the lack of proof of the accusations 
made by both sides H.M.G. cannot 
intervene (cf. No. 89). 
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NO. AND NAME 


Sm H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 259 


Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 192 


Sr G. BucHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 118 


Str G. BUCHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 120 


Sm H. RumsBotp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 263 


DATE 


Apr. 9 


Apr. 9 


Apr. 9 


Apr. 1! 


Apr. 12 


104 To Sir G. BucHanan Apr. 12 


Rome 
Tel. No. 127 


105 Sm H. Rumsoip 


Constantinople 
No. 369 


Apr. 13 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Reports Izzet Pasha’s resignation after his 
return from Angora and speculates on 
(i) change or reconstruction of Govt. at 
Constantinople upon Grand Vizier’s re- 
turn, (ii) successors to Tewfik Pasha, (iii) 
policy of Izzet Pasha. 


Refers to No. 82, n. 1, and reports that 
French Govt. (i) agree with H.M.G. that 
no aid should be given by Allied Powers 
to either Nationalist or Greek forces and 
have given instructions to their authori- 
ties concerned, (ii) wish to receive confir- 
mation of information concerning Italian 
aircraft before making démarche at Rome. 


Reports that Bekir Sami Bey, who is about 
toleave for Angora, contends that H.M.G.’s 
proposals concerning exchange of prisoners 
in No. 92 are contrary to agreement of Mar. 
16 and trusts H.M.G. will honour their 
commitments. 


Refers to No. 82 and reports that M.F.A. 
(i) replied that aircraft in question pro- 
ceeded with consent of Greek authorities, 
(ii) protested against illegal interference 
of British authorities acting on local infor- 
mation, (iii) claimed that Italian forces at 
Constantinople have complete political 
equality with those of other Allies. 


Reports that General Harington, in view 
of his orders (see No. 71, n. 3), considers it 
desirable to remove from Constantinople 
Greeks who are potential recruits for 
Greek army or who are politically subver- 
sive: comments (i) that though very few 
Greeks from Constantinople have joined 
Greek army more are likely to come 
forward to join Venezelist ‘National de- 
fence organisation’, (ii) that it would seem 
logical that Greeks should not be allowed 
to mobilize at Constantinople or to use it 
as a base. 

Note 3. F.O. tel. No. 231 of Apr. 15 sta- 
ting that, if W.O. concur, proposal will be 
made to French and Italian Govts. that 
no recruiting in Constantinople be allowed 
to either side. 


Instructs to inform Turkish representative 
that orders have been sent to Malta for 
despatch to Italy of 40 Turkish prisoners 
and that remaining 24 will be released as 
soon as British prisoners reach Constan- 
tinople: adds that Bekir Sami has tele- 
graphed to say British prisoners will be 
released when he reaches Angora (cf. No. 
IOI, n. 2). 


Reports (i) denunciation of Greek out- 
rages by Constantinople Govt., (ii) mea- 
sures taken by General Harington to 
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106 
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108 
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110 


111 


NO. AND NAME 


Sir G. BUCHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 126 


To Sir G. BucHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 135 


To Str G. BucHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 136 


Sir H. RumsBoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 270 


Sir H. RumsBotp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 275 


To Str H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 232 


DATE 


Apr. 15 


Apr. 15 


Apr. 15 


Apr. 15 


Apr. 16 


Apr. 16 


MAIN SUBJECT 


prevent disappearance of arms from stores 
under control of Minister of War, (iti) re- 
sistance of Govt. to proposed reimposition 
of 11% ad valorem tariff (see Nos. 55 and 
64), (iv) payment to Turkish Govt. of 
£294,688 sterling by Eastern Telegraph 
Co 


Note 4. Sir A. Block’s letter of Apr. 5 
reporting on Turkish financial situation. 


Transmits text of further note (cf. No. 102) 
from M.F.A. giving account of movements 
of two Italian aircraft and representing 
desirability of instructions to British mili- 
tary authorities in Constantinople with a 
view to preventing similar action by 
Greek military authorities. 


Instructs to call Count Sforza’s attention 
to disparity of ‘Temps’ version of Turco- 
Italian agreement with that communicated 
in Count Sforza’s letter (see No. 69). 


Refers to No. 107: explains that “Temps’ 
version is corroborated by secret unim- 
peachable Turkish source and expresses 
view that Count Sforza deliberately 
suppressed in his communication (see No. 
69) Italian undertaking to Nationalists, 
which is indefensible breach of faith with 
an ally. 


Refers to No. gg and reports that, having 
conveyed substance of No. 104 to Bekir 
Sami, he sent message to Porte on Apr. 
14 suggesting Constantinople Govt. should 
impress on Bekir Sami desirability of 
prompt exchange of prisoners: adds that 
Grand Vizier is likely to remain in power 
for the present with reconstituted Cabinet. 


Refers to No. 109 and reports impressions 
derived by Italian High Commissioner 
from his conferences with Bekir Sami Bey 
and Izzet Pasha on Apr. 15: these are (i) 
existence of understanding between An- 
gora and Constantinople, (ii) willingness 
of Nationalists to accept London proposals 
(see No. 51, n. 1) except that relating to 
Smyrna: adds that Bekir Sami promised 
French High Commissioner immediate 
execution of Cilician agreement (see No. 
56, n. 3). 
Expresses H.M.G.’s agreement to estab- 
lishment of commissions to enquire into 
atrocities in Thrace, Ismid Peninsula, and 
in Yalova and Orkhan Ghazi: first com- 
mission may enquire into band organiza- 
tion on Greco-Bulgarian frontier. 

Note 1. Proposal of High Commissioners 
at Constantinople for establishment of 
commissions of enquiry. 
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129 


NO. AND NAME 
112 To Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 71 


113 To Lorp HaArpDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 176 


114 Sm G. BucHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 127 


115. Mr. OLIPHANT 
Foreign Office 


116 Mr. OLIPHANT 
Foreign Office 


117 To Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 72 


118 To Sir H. Rumsoitp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 238 


119 ForEIGN OFFICE 


DATE 
Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


16 


16 


16 


16 


18 


18 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Informs that H.M.G. have agreed with 
Allies to prohibit export of war material 
to Greece and Turkcy and instructs to 
point out to Greek Govt. that H.M.G.’s 
attitude towards the present Greco-Tur- 
kish hostilities is different from that to- 
wards belligerents in the recent war. 


Instructs to press for immediate recognition 
of General Harington’s command of 
Allied forces, it being H.M.G.’s view that 
questions of financial and military sub- 
commission do not demand settlement till 
entry into force of treaty is in sight, and 
should not be used as bargaining points 
over question of unity of command. 


Refers to No. 69: reports that Signor 
Contarini, on instructions of M.F.A., 
denied report in a Reuter telegram and 
stated that Italy had not promised material 
assistance to Turkey but only support in 
Supreme Council for Turkish claims: adds 
that Signor Contarini then communicated 
text of the Turco-Italian agreement 
(see No. 60, n. 4). 


Letter to Admiralty stating that (i) Lord 
Curzon proposes to ignore Turkish protest 
(see No. 88) against use by Greek forces of 
the Straits and Sea of Marmara, (ii) that 
policy adopted is to withhold facilities 
from Greek land forces as far as possible. 


Letter to W.O. stating that Lord Curzon 
concurs in suggestion that Greek and 
Kemalist troops entering Ismid area 
should be deported, presumably at cost 
of their respective Govts. 


Refers to No. 86 and gives discretion to hint 
to Greek Govt. that if they issue further 
paper currency the International Financial 
Commission is likely to make a formal 
protest: adds that H.M. Treasury wish to 
be consulted before formal protest is made. 


Informs that H.M.G., in view of strict 
neutrality towards Greco-Turkish hostil- 
ities, have refused to support Japanese 
Govt.’s invitation to support request tp 
Greek Govt. to release Turkish repatriated 
prisoners of war taken by Greeks off 
Japanese ship outside Dardanelles. 


Memo. respecting modifications in Treaty 
of Sévres proposed by Mr. Montagu: dis- 
cusses following questions: (i) Constanti- 
nople, withdrawal of Allies and financial 
control, (ii) Thrace, Adrianople minorities, 
military materials in area of Chatalja lines, 
(iii) Palestine, Holy Places and minor- 
ities, (iv) Mesopotamia, (v) the Khaliphate. 

Notes 1 and 5. Correspondence between 
Lord Curzon and Mr. Montagu. 
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126 To Lorp GRANVILLE 


NO. AND NAME 


Sir G. BucHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 132 


To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
No. 1132 


Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 214 


Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 185 


Sir H. RumsBoip 
Constantinople 
No. 403 


To Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 75 


Athens 
Tel. No. 77 


DATE 


Apr. 19 


Apr. 19 


Apr. 20 


Apr. 20 


Apr. 20 


Apr. 21 


Apr. 21 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Reports that M.F.A. repeated explana- 
tions given in No. 114 and that when 
challenged on omission of mention of 
article 4 of Turco-Italian Treaty in his 
letter (see No. 69) replied that this article, 
being of transitory nature, would cease to 
have effect as soon as final decision had been 
taken by Supreme Council. 


Records conversation, about Cilician 
agreement, with French Ambassador who 
claimed that M. Briand had kept Mr. 
Lloyd George informed of lines on which 
he was proceeding, and expressed view 
that arrangements between Prime Min- 
isters superseded efforts of the old diplo- 
macy. 

Refers to No. 113 and reports he spoke to 
M. Briand in sense of this and of No. 85, 
appealing to him to treat question of su- 
preme command at Constantinople on 
broad lines: adds that M. Briand was 
sympathetic and said he would discuss 
matter with French Minister for War the 
following day. 


Expresses view that issue of Greek paper 
currency in Thrace will prejudice privi- 
leges of the Ottoman bank and reports 
that three Allied representatives agree 
a formal protest should be entered: adds 
however that he is not taking action on 
No. 117. 


Reports that in answer to acting Greek 
Patriarch’s allegations that Allied cen- 
sorship in Constantinople favoured the 
Turks he drew attention to Patriarchate’s 
political activities and dealings with Veni- 
zelist officers: adds that situation in Con- 
stantinople (disappearance of arms from 
dumps, Italian supplies to Nationalists, 
and Greek use of Constantinople as 
naval base) is without precedent. 


Instructs to inform Greek Govt. that as 
Allies are not allowing war materials to 
reach Kemalists through Constantinople 
Greek exercise of belligerent rights in Ae- 
gean Sea and establishment of examina- 
tion base at Lemnos is unnecessary: refers 
to No. 112 and states that H.M.G. do not 
consider Greeks or Turks entitled to ordin- 
ary rights of a belligerent. 

Note 4. F.O. telegrams of Apr. 21 in- 
structing representatives at Rome and 
Paris to express hope Italian and French 
Govts. will concur in these views. 


Instructs to request French colleague that 
report concerning British officers’ serving 
with Greek forces be formally and em- 
phatically contradicted. 
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128 


129 


130 


131 


132 


133 


134 


NO. AND NAME 


Sm H. RumBoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 290 


Sir H. RumsBoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 293 


Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 190 


Mr. Forses ADAM 
Mr. H. W. MALKIN 
Foreign Office 


Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
No. 195 


Sir H. Rumsotp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 304 


Sir H. RumBoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 302 


To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 201 

To Sm G. BucHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 154 


DATE 
Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


2! 


22 


22 


22 


23 


26 


26 


26 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Refers to No. 111 and reports that High 
Commissioners await formal consent of 
French Govt. to establishment of three 
commissions of enquiry, the British per- 
sonnel of which will receive additional 
expenses from army funds. 


Reports that High Commissioners have 
agreed to inform their Govts. of their 
opinion that neither side should be 
allowed to use Constantinople as a mili- 
tary or naval base. 

Note 2. Sir H. Rumbold’s tel. No. 282 
of Apr. 19 reporting Greek seizure of 157 
Turks from Bulgarian s.s. Kyril. 


Refers to No. 125 and reports that M.F.A. 
having argued that neutrality resulted in 
practice in unfairness to Greeks, offered to 
endeavour to find proof of his allegations 
that Italians and French were supplying 
Kemalists. 


Memo. on the supply of war material to 
Greece: examines decisions taken, pre- 
cedents, and legal aspects of relation of 
Allies to the Greco-Turkish hostilities. 


Reports that French Minister addressed 
note on Apr. 22 to Greek Govt. protesting 
against intention to issue paper currency 
in new territories assigned to Greece by 
Treaty of Sévres (see No. 123). 


Refers to No. 127: proposes that, in view 
of refusal of French and Italian colleagues 
to take part in proposed commissions of 
enquiry, British commissions should be 
sent to Ismid and Orkhan Ghazi. 

Note 3. F.O. tel. No. 269 of Apr. 29 
approving appointment of two British 
commissions. 


Expresses view, with which General 
Harington concurs, that Greek proposal to 
intern in Constantinople prisoners taken 
off Japanese ship (see No. 118) should not 
be pressed since (i) General Harington can- 
not provide necessary guard, (ii) French 
and Italians are unlikely to share respon- 
sibility, (ii) British will incur odium of 
Turks for holding prisoners and com- 
plaints of Greeks if they escape. 


Refers to No. 103: instructs to propose to 
French and Italian Govts. that instruc- 
tions be sent to their High Commissioners 
to make a declaration that, as Allies are 
neutral, neither Greeks nor Turks shall be 
permitted to recruit in Constantinople. 

Note 3. Constantinople tel. No. 337 of 
May 9g reporting that draft proclamation 
has been approved by the High Commis- 
sioners. 
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193 


154 


NO. AND NAME 


135 To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 202 
To Sm G. BucHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 156 


136 Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 200 


137 Mr. OLIPHANT 
Foreign Office 


138 To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 205 


139 To Lorp Harpince 
Paris 
Tel. No. 212 
To Srr G. BucHANAN 


Rome 
Tel. No. 165 


140 To Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 105 


141 Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 209 


DATE 


Apr. 26 


Apr. 27 


Apr. 27 


Apr. 28 


Apr. 29 


Apr. 30 


May | 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Informs that H.M.G. are using powers 
conferred by Order-in-Council of Mar. 
24 to refuse all licences to export arms and 
ammunition to Greeks and Nationalists 
and instructs to ascertain whether French 
and Italian Govts. are doing likewise, and, 
if so, precise nature of prohibited exports. 


Refers to No. 129: reports that M.F.A. 
informed French Minister that Greek 
Govt. were contemplating suggesting to 
Allies the free export of war material to 
both sides: points out that other firms, even 
those of Allies, are likely to take contracts 
from British firms in existing regime of 
prohibition. 
Letter to War Office stating that, sub- 
ject to their concurrence, Lord Curzon 
proposes to reply to Smyrna-Aidin Rail- 
way Co. that Allied Powers would be with- 
in their rights in giving instructions to the 
Company to withhold facilities for Greek 
military movements and that, in event of 
any requisition by Greeks, claim would 
lie against Greek Govt. 
Instructs to reply to French Note of Apr. 
21 that (i) H.M.G. have strongest objec- 
tions to conditions (see Nos. 35 and 57) 
French Govt. attach to their acquiescence 
in General Harington’s Supreme Com- 
mand, (ii) H.M.G. admit circumstances 
might alter their view but cannot surren- 
der right to decide cases when they arise. 
Note r. Paris tel. No. 220 of Apr. 22 
transmitting substance of French Note of 
Apr. 21. 


Refers to No. 128, n. 3, and instructs to 
request French and Italian Govts. to in- 
struct their High Commissioners in the 
sense of No. 128. 


Refers to No. 136: informs that evidence 
(and none has so far reached H.M.G.) 
of disadvantage to British firms as result 
of refusal of licences for arms export 
would not justify reversal of policy: re- 
quests reports on supply of war materials 
to Greece and Turkey. 


Refers to Nos. 125 and 129: reports re- 
ceipt of Greek Note of Apr. 17/30 point- 
ing out that (i) state of war exists between 
Allies including Greece and Ottoman 
Govt., (ii) fusing of Kemalist and Constan- 
tinople Govts. at London Conference makes 
Kemaalists belligerents and therefore armis- 
tice terms govern state of war existing with 
Turkey as a whole, (iii) Allied action in 
preventing war material from reaching 
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156 


157 


157 
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142 


143 


144 


145 


146 


147 


NO. AND NAME 


Str H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 314 


Str H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 


No. 439 


FOREIGN OFFICE 


Mr. Forses ADAM 
Foreign Office 


Sir H. RumsBoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 318 


Sir H. RumBotp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 316 


DATE 


May 2 


May 2 


May 2 


May 2 


May 3 


May 3 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Kemal via Constantinople is not sufficient 
to render unnecessary Greek belligerent 
operations against common enemy, (iv) 
Greece was originally given mandate in 
Asia Minor. 


Refers to No. 125; reports substance of 
order given on Apr. 26 by General Pap- 
oulas and action in accordance with it by 
Captain of Greek naval base, adding that 
order and action are in direct conflict 
with clause 8 of armistice and instruc- 
tions in No. 125. 


Reports that the Armenian Patriarch in 
conversation of Apr. 26 urged that France 
should take mandate over Cilicia, and, 
failing that, population should be 
evacuated; comments that conditions in 
Cilicia, which are in contradiction to 
French engagements under the Tripar- 
tite Agreement, justify Patriarch’s appre- 
hensions and suggests that he be given 
reassurance. 


Letter to the War Office stating that 
General Harington’s action in seizing 
aircraft of Italian origin (see No. 106) 
is justified but adding that as H.M.G. 
are unable to reveal evidence as to des- 
tination of aircraft it is thought undesir- 
able to pursue matter further. 

Note 1. General Harington’s tel. No. 
224 of Apr. 21. 


Memo. (copy of which was handed to 
M. Berthelot) summarizing negotiations 
concerning the formation by General 
Harington of a Scutari Gendarmerie 
battalion. 


Reports that General Harington, who has 
published in local press démenti of story 
that British officers took part in Greek 
operations, is opposed to making approach 
to French High Commissioner to arrange 
for contradiction to be telegraphed to 
Paris: expresses agreement with General 
Harington, if only because information 
concerning French part in_ spreading 
rumour was obtained in confidence (see 
No. 126, n. 1). 


Refers to No. 48: reports that High 
Commissioners at Constantinople are 
addressing further note to Sublime Porte 
pressing for re-establishment of ad valorem 
customs tariff, but without raising question 
of consumption duties to which United 
States representative on advisory trade 
committee is opposed: requests Turkish 
representatives in London, Parisand Rome 
be urged to advise Turkish Govt. to 
agree to High Commissioners’ request. 
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148 To Lorp GRANVILLE 


149 


150 To Sir H. Rumsoitp 


151 


152 


153 


154 


155 


NO. AND NAME 


Athens 
Tel. No. 112 


Sir H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 325 


Constantinople 
Tel. No. 287 


Mr. OLIPHANT 
Foreign Office 


Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 220 


Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
No. 193 


Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 224 


Sin H. RumBo.tp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 330 


DATE 


May 3 


May 4 


May 4 


May 4 


May 5 


May 6 


May 6 


May 6 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Refers to No. 131: instructs to protest to 
Greek Govt. against issue of paper curren- 
cy in territories assigned to Greece by 
Treaty of Sévres. 


Refers to No. 141 and comments (i) Greek 
argument if pushed to logical conclusion 
would imply Allies should regard them- 
selves as being engaged in active hostilities 
with Turkey, (ii) it is not in British inter- 
est to assume identity (which does not in 
fact exist) of Constantinople and Angora 
Govts., (iii) in event of Allies’ forcing 
issue with Kemalists they should appear 
to uphold legitimate authority of Sultan 
and be independent of the Greeks, (iv) 
essential that neutrality should be real. 


Refers to No. 142: enquires whether 
Greek blockade is likely to affect British 
shipping: doubts whether Greek action is 
in conflict with Article 8 of Armistice. 


Letter to War Office stating Lord Cur- 
zon’s view that, while Allies may prevent 
Turkish territory in their effective occupa- 
tion from being used as military or naval 
base, they cannot, in consonance with 
policy of neutrality, prevent passage of 
Greek ships through Straits provided 
these vessels do not use Constantinople as 
a base: adds that Armistice terms entitle 
Allied authorities to prevent war material 
passing through Bosphorus to Kemalists. 


Refers to No. 141: reports that M.F.A. 
(i) expressed hopes H.M.G. would recon- 
sider their attitude in light of Greek Note 
of Apr. 30, (i1) promised to supply informa- 
tion of contraband going to Kemalists, 
(111) gave assurance that no British ships 
would be searched. 


Reports that he drew M.F.A.’s attention 
to the activities of the Reservists’ League: 
expresses view that Greek Govt. is likely 
to seek some military success and then 
come to best possible terms with Turks; 
describes Greek press campaign against 
France and the Venizelists. 


Refers to No. 141: reports reply made to 
M.F.A. to effect that notes from three 
Allied Legations, though due to British 
initiative, were execution of decisions re- 
garding neutrality arrived at by Supreme 
Council in London. 


Refers to No. 132, n. 3; reports that he 
informed Italian High Commissioner, 
who expressed wish to send Italian repre- 
sentatives with British commissions of en- 
quiry, that, even if Italian officers joined, 
the commissions would be responsible to 
and report to British authorities. 
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157 


158 


159 


160 


161 


162 


163 


NO. AND NAME 


Sir H. Rumpoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 333 


Sm H. RumBoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 334 


Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 227 


Sir H. RumsBoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 336 


Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 263 


To Sm H. Rumso.tp 


Constantinople 
No. 436 


Sm H. RumBoitp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 340 


Srr G. BUCHANAN 
Rome 
No. 353 


DATE 
May 7 


May 7 


May 7 


May 9 


May 9 


May 9 


May 10 


May 10 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Refers to No. 145, n. 3: reports that French 
and Italian High Commissioners, having 
noted General Harington’s declaration 
that proposed scheme did not prejudice 
question of final control of gendarmerie 
(see Nos. 35 and 57), approved proposals 
for reconstruction of Scutari gendarmerie. 

Notes 2 and 3. Correspondence with 
French and Italian Govts. concerning 
Scutari gendarmerie. 


Refers to No. 155: reports that French 
High Commissioner is delegating officers 
to participate in commissions of enquiry. 


Refers to No. 150, n. 2: reports that 
M.F.A., on his attention being drawn to 
General Papoulas’s order (see No. 142), 
replied there was no intention to impose 
blockade and therefore he had telegraphed 
Greek navy not to act. 


Refers to No. 139: reports that meeting of 
Allied High Commissioners, Commanders- 
in-Chief and Senior Naval Officers de- 
cided unanimously (a) to define neutral 
zone, (5) to request Allied Govts. to invite 
Greek Govt. to remove their warships 
from Constantinople zone, to close their 
naval base at Constantinople, and to re- 
move all military personnel except Mili- 
tary Attaché and Military Mission. 


Reports information from French Foreign 
Ministry to effect that Angora Govt. are 
making objections on main points of the 
Franco-Turkish agreement of Mar. 192! 
(see No. 56) and are demanding immedi- 
ate withdrawal of French troops. 


Informs of conversation with Reshid 
Pasha to whom it was (i) explained that 
Grand Vizier had entirely misquoted 
Lord Curzon’s views concerning Turkish 
customs tariff and, (ii) represented that 
in question of exchange of prisoners there 
appeared to be gross breach of faith on 
Turkish side. 


Refers to No. 157: reports that two Com- 
missions of Enquiry will leave for destina- 
tions on May 12 and that since they are 
now composed of representatives of the 
three Allied Powers it is thought they 
should make joint report. 


Reports that Djamy Bey has taken deliv- 
ery of 37 prisoners from Malta and that 
three others have proceeded to Italy at 
their own expense. 

Note 5. Note of May 7 to Djamy Bey 
saying remaining 24 prisoners will be re- 
leased as soon as British prisoners reach 
Constantinople. 
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177 


164 To Sir H. RumsBoitp 


165 


166 


167 


168 


169 


170 


171 


172 


NO. AND NAME 


Constantinople 
Tel. No. 302 


To Lorp GRANVILLE 


Athens 
Tel. No. 127 


Sm H. RumBoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 346 


Sm H. RumBoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 348 


Sm H. RumsBo.ip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 349 


Si H. RumMBoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 352 


Sm H. RumsBoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 353 


To Sir H. RumsBo.tp 


Constantinople 
Tel. No. 307 


Sir H. RumsBoip 
Constantinople 


No. 493 


DATE 
May 12 


May 12 


May 15 


May 16 


May 16 


May 17 


May 17 


May 17 


May 18 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Refers to No. 103, n. 3 and No. 134, n. 3: 
informs that while Italian Govt. agree that 
Constantinople and effectively occupied 
Turkish territory should not be used as 
military or naval bases, French Govt. 
consider Greeks should not be deprived of 
use of Constantinople harbour: instructs 
to concert measures with Allied colleagues 
to make practical arrangements recon- 
ciling divergent views on this question 
and also on question of recruiting. 


Refers to No. 154: approves verbal reply 
therein reported and adds that, as tech- 
nical discussion would be _ fruitless, 
H.M.G. do not propose to reply in London 
or Athens to Greek communications. 


Cites instances supporting view that 
policy of the French, who fear breakdown 
of Greek army and failure of their agree- 
ment with Kemalists, is changing in that 
they wish to keep in with Greeks as form 
of reinsurance. 


Refers to No. 164 and reports stopping of 
joint Allied notes communicating text of 
proclamation of neutrality to Turkish 
Govt. and Greek High Commissioner. 


Reports that text of Angora-Afghan 
Agreement (of Mar. 1) was published in 
Angora press on Apr. 25. 


Reports that Bekir Sami, accused of 
failing to voice Angora programme while 
in Europe, is likely to be succeeded by 
Ahmed Muktar Bey and that there are 
indications extremists at Angora have 
upper hand: adds that no reply has been 
received from Bekir Sami _ concerning 
British prisoners. 

Refers to No. 167: reports decision of 
High Commissioners to communicate 
declaration on neutrality to Turkish 
Govt. and Greek High Commissioner: 
adds that High Commissioners are awaiting 
observations on their proposals in No. 159. 


Refers to No. 159: presumes it is not in- 
tended to refuse Greek warships right of 
passage through proposed neutral zones: 
states that first two decisions, which con- 
flict with views of French Govt., are being 
referred to the Admiralty. 


Reports (i) that Commissions of Enquiry 
report excesses by Greek bands, (11) resig- 
nation of Bekir Sami: expresses view, (1) 
that Nationalists will await Greek attack, 
(ii) that, though best result would be 
stalemate, a complete Greek victory 
would be less disastrous than Nationalist 
victory. 
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175 
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178 


179 


180 


181 


NO. AND NAME 


To Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 137 


Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 256 


Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 266 


Sir H. RumBo.ip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 362 


Sir E. Crowe 
Foreign Office 


Sr H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 364 


Sir H. RumsBoitp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 367 


Srr G. BUCHANAN 
Rome 


Tel. No. 178 


To Sm M. CHEETHAM 
Paris 
No. 1412 


DATE 


May 19 


May 19 


May 19 


May 20 


May 20 


May 22 


May 22 


May 22 


May 23 


MAIN SUBJECT 


States that H.M.G., who have taken 
analogous steps in Palestine, have no wish 
to raise political objections to application 
to Thrace of Greek legislation regarding 
taxation of inheritances and dowries. 


Reports that M.F.A. requested support 
for appeal through Legation in London 
that British troops should take over pro- 
tection of Christians in Ismid from 
Greek division (see No. 71) which was wan- 
ted for service elsewhere, failing which 
Greek authorities would have to remove 
Greek population to place of safety and 
leave Armenians to their fate. 


Reports that on May 10 Inter-Allied 
Financial Commission refused consent to 
Bill authorizing issue of notes and that 
action has been taken in sense of No. 148. 


Refers to No. 171 and states that Allied 
High Commissioners consider that Greek 
warships should not be refused right of 
passage through neutral zone. 


Record of conversation with Italian 
Ambassador who stated that, since Italian 
Govt. had renounced aspirations in Asia 
Minor, they were seeking rapprochement 
with Greece and were ready to hand over 
Dodecanese except Rhodes. 

Note 4. Minute by Lord Curzon. 


Refers to No. 104: reports that General 
Harington has agreed that nothing 
would be gained by rearresting, in retalia- 
tion for failure to deliver British prisoners, 
Turkish prisoners released from Malta but 
that opportunity has been taken to pub- 
lish statement emphasizing Angora’s bad 
faith. 

Identic telegram of Allied High Commis- 
sioners requesting their Govts. to press 
Greek Govt. to prevent their military 
authorities from calling up Ottoman sub- 
jects, who are exposed to danger of being 
treated as rebels. 


Reports receipt of Italian note stating 
that Italian authorities, who have never- 
theless remonstrated with Angora Govt., 
were not in a position to prevent seizure 
by Turkish police of 13 Turks travelling 
in British S.S. Palitana. 


Instructs to inform the French Govt. that, 
in return for their immediate recognition 
of Supreme Command of General Haring- 
ton, H.M.G. would agree that Sub-Com- 
mission of Organization should be replaced 
by two sub-commissions, one for Gendar- 
merie presided over by a French general 
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NO. AND NAME 


182 Sir H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 370 


183 To Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 150 


184 To Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 151 


185 Sir H. Rumso.tp 
Constantinople 
Tel. unnumbered 


186 Sm H. Rumsortp 
Constantinople 
No. 518 


187 Sm H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
No. 523 


188 Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 276 


189 To Lorp HArRpDINGE 
Paris 


No. 1460 


DATE 


May 24 


May 24 


May 24 


May 25 


May 25 


May 25 


May 26 


May 26 


MAIN SUBJECT 


for two years, the other for Special Ele- 
ments presided over by Major-General 
Franks for the same period. 


Reports changes in the Cabinet at Angora 
and expresses view that these indicate 
hardening of uncompromising attitude. 


Instructs to inform Greek Govt. that 
three Allied Govts. raise no objection to 
collection by Greece of taxes in Smyrna 
Zone (see No. 61) from date of Greek 
occupation, subject to eventual financial 
adjustment if rendered necessary by terri- 
torial changes: adds that Allied Govts. are 
agreed that revenues assigned to Ottoman 
Public Debt must be reserved for bond- 
holders pending territorial settlement. 


Refers to No. 183; instructs to explain to 
colleagues, if necessary, that mention of 
Thrace was omitted with regard to reser- 
ving of assigned revenues since, as in case 
of Syria and Palestine, departure from 
terms of treaty is not contemplated. 


Reports that he ventured to refrain from 
transmitting Agha Khan’s message to 
Bekir Sami Bey. 

Note 2. The Agha Khan’s message. 

Note 4. Lord Curzon’s telegram of June 
7 expressing appreciation of objections 
but requesting transmission of message 
nevertheless. 


Reports that in private audience with the 
Sultan who spoke of the conduct of the 
Greeks, the dangers of Bolshevism to 
British and Turkish interests, and the need 
to create a buffer state in Thrace, he 
pointed to the work of the Commissions 
of Enquiry, and emphasized H.M.G.’s 
awareness of Bolshevik penetration in 
Asia Minor and their willingness to 
intervene in Greek-Kemalist conflict 
when opportunity presented itself. 


Refers to No. 182 and No. 182, n. 7; re- 
ports formation of new party in Grand 
National Assembly under presidency of 
Mustafa Kemal and having as its aim 
fulfilment of the National Pact (see Nos. 
13, n. 6, and No. 91). 


Refers to No. 170: reports receipt of 
Greek note of May 23 expressing hope of 
early reply to note of Apr. 30 (see No. 141, 
n. 4) and calling attention to concentration 
of Turkish troops on Chatalja frontier. 


Instructs to bring unofficially to notice of 
French Govt. complaints of British firms 
who claim that while they are not allowed 
to accept Greek contracts, French firms 
are not similarly precluded. 
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192 


195 


196 


196 


NO. AND NAME DATE 
190 Lorp GRANVILLE May 27 
Athens 
No. 222 
191 Lorp GRANVILLE May 27 
thens 
Tel. No. 283 
192 Mr. RATTrIGAN May 28 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 377 
193. To Sm G. BucHANAN’ May 28 


194 


195 


197 


Rome 
Tel. No. 232 


To Mr. RAtTTIGAN May 28 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 339 


Sm H. Derinc May 28 
Bucharest 
Tel. No. 111 


Lorp HARDINGE May 28 
Paris 
No. 1573 


Mr. RATTIGAN May 28 
Constantinople 
No. 534 


MAIN SUBJECT 
Reports (i) conversation with M.F.A. who, 
on being reminded of danger of demon- 
strations in favour of release by French 
authorities of two officers who had attemp- 
ted to assassinate M. Venizelos in Paris in 
Aug. 1920, stated that Greek Govt. could 
not prohibit a public meeting, (11) request 
to Col. Corfe to impress on King Constan- 
tine danger of anti-Venezelist activities of 
the political clubs, (iii) M.F.A.’s assurance 
that Greek Govt. had taken necessary 
precautions to avert dangers. 


Refers to No. 179: reports that M.F.A., 
stated that he would insist on Greek War 
Ministry’s stopping recruitment of Otto- 
man subjects which was contrary to 
Greek interests in Smyrna; he pointed out 
that recruitment in Thrace was another 
matter since Thrace had been definitely 
and officially annexed. 

Note 2. F.O. tel. No. 148 of May 18 
instructing to make representations con- 
cerning Greek orders for recruitment in 
Smyrna. 


Reports that he has requested Italian 
High Commissioner to instruct Italian 
authorities in Adalia to assure free entry 
for British ships to Turkish ports in that 
region in spite of Nationalists’ pro- 
hibition. 

Refers to No. 180: instructs to make a 
formal protest to Italian Govt. as H.M.G. 
feel Italian authorities ought to have been 
in position to avert raid on S.S. Palttana. 


Refers to No. 176: states preference for 
French view (see No. 164) and asks 
whether Allied High Commissioners, 
bearing in mind proposed Greek with- 
drawal from Ismid (see No. 174), cannot 
devise some compromise reconciling 
use of Constantinople with Allied neutral 
obligations. 
Asks whether H.M.G. have any objection 
to sale by Roumanian firm of war material 
to Greece. 

Note 3. F.O. tel. No. 79 of June 4 
stating H.M.G. have no desire to inter- 
vene. 


Reports that M. Berthelot confirmed that 
press reports of Angora’s conditions for 
ratification of Franco-Turkish Treaty 
(see No. 56, n. 3) were practically correct, 
and expressed ardent hope Greeks 
would obtain great victory in Smyrna. 


Reports that Sir A. Block pressed French 
High Commissioner to obtain from Otto- 
man Bank advance of £T.5,000,000 to 
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201 


201 


202 
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198 
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202 


NO. AND NAME 


Mr. RATTIGAN 


Constantinople 
Tel. No. 380 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 381 


Sm G. BuCcHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 197 


Sir E. Crowe 
Foreign Office 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 384 


DATE 


May 29 


May 29 


May 30 


May 30 


May 3! 


MAIN SUBJECT 


enable Turkish Govt. to avoid bankruptcy 
and that he himself proposed to colleagues 
strong representations to Grand Vizier in 
support of Sir A. Block’s further proposals: 
(i) reduction of Govt. personnel, (ii) 
reversion to 11% ad valorem tariff, (iii) 
immediate establishment of the proposed 
Financial Commission. 


Refers to No. 182: reports that Angora 
Govt. are hostile to French Govt. and to 
H.M.G. and cites instances showing 
exceptional anti-British attitude: expresses 
view that, in event of Greek reverse, dan- 
ger exists of attack by Nationalists on 
Allied forces. 


Reports that French and Italian High 
Commissioners objected to interference by 
British Military authorities in organiza- 
tion of Scutari Gendarmerie, it having 
been laid down by three High Commis- 
sioners that actual organization should 
be left to the Turks. 

Note 4. Constantinople tel. No. 382 of 
May 29 suggesting a solution. 


Refers to No. 193: reports that M.F.A. 
stated, in reply to protest, that incident 
was a case of force majeure for which Italian 
Govt. could not be held responsible any 
more than H.M.G. could be held respon- 
sible for Italians killed in Egypt. 


Memo. on hostilities between Turks and 
Greeks and their bearing on Allied posi- 
tion in the Near East. Points out that a 
Greek collapse would present not merely 
a military problem but a political prob- 
lem of great magnitude since a reconsti- 
tuted Turkish Empire would threaten 
British position in Mesopotamia, Pales- 
tine, Egypt, and India; suggests that 
(i) a Greek collapse is not inevitable 
provided the Greek Govt. were allowed 
adequate military supplies, and were 
persuaded to sacrifice Smyrna and concen- 
trate on holding the Chatalja line, (ii) Col. 
Repington should be entrusted with find- 
ing out whether King Constantine is 
prepared to accept advice, (ili) France 
should be offered an alliance giving 
her security on the Rhine in return 
for support at Constantinople. 


Refers to No. 194: expresses view (i) that 
H.M.G. have little to lose by less rigid 
adherence to letter of neutrality, (ii) that 
compromise would not better existing 
arrangements, (ili) that it is ne 
either to impose Nationalist solution or to 
support the Greeks. 
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NO. AND NAME 


Mr. LEEPER 
Foreign Office 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 387 


To Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 164 


Mr. OLIPHANT 
Foreign Office 


Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 298 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 396 


Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 304 


Sm G. BUCHANAN 


Rome 
Tel. No. 208 


I. XV 


DATE 
May 31 


June 1 


June 1 


June 1 


June 3 


June 4 


June 4 


June 5 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Records conversation with Greek Chargé 
d’Affaires who asked for views of H.M.G. 
on Greek Govt.’s proposal to resume 
military operations at time when French 
operation in Cilicia seemed likely. 


Refers to No. 202; reports conversation 
with French High Commissioner who 
expressed view that ‘wait and see’ policy 
should be discontinued: powers should 
either give Greece support or favour Na- 
tionalists by tightening neutrality as sug- 
gested in Nos. 159 and 176. 


Instructs to represent to Greek Govt. inad- 
visability of declaring in amended Greek 
Constitution the absolute sovereignty of 
Greece, prior to ratification of Minorities 
Treaty and in defiance of Treaties of 
Guarantee. 


Letter to War Office concurring in pro- 
posal to despatch to G.O.C.-in-C. Meso- 
potamia and G.O.C.-in-C. Egypt and 
Palestine instructions that military sup- 
plies other than those in prohibition list of 
Mar. 31, 1921 (see No. 130, n. 10), may be 
supplied to belligerent parties, but point- 
ing out that aeroplanes were deliberately 
excluded from that list. 


Refers to Nos. 202 and 204: states prefer- 
ence for supporting Greeks since they 
would be more easily controlled than 
victorious Kemalists: expresses view (i) 
that French low estimates of Greek fight- 
ing Capacity are prejudiced, (ii) that bad 
effect on Moslems might be counteracted 
by reasonable settlement and re-estab- 
lishment of authority of Caliph, (iii) that 
conditions might be imposed for recog- 
nition of King Constantine: points out need 
of financial assistance for Greece and 
indicates military materials required. 


Refers to No. 202: reports that, in reply 
to questions, the acting G.O.C.-in-C. stated 
that, if left to themselves, Greeks would 
collapse, but with financial assistance and 
some material support they would be able 
to maintain a successful defensive, since 
any support of Kemalists by Bolsheviks 
would take time to materialize. 


Refers to No. 205: reports that M.F.A., 
stated that both he and President of the 
Council were opposed to proposal to 
include declaration of absolute sovereignty 
in amended Greek Constitution. 


Refers to No. 200; and reports that Ita- 
lian Ministry of Foreign Affairs request 
H.M.G. to refrain from sending warship 
to Adalia until they have to admit that 
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212 
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214 


215 
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217 


NO. AND NAME 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 400 


To Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
No. 254 


Sm H. Lams 
Smyrna 
Tel. No. 47 


To Sm G. BucHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 247 


Mr. HARMsworRTH 
Foreign Office 


Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 317 


To Mr. Ratrican 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 359 


DATE 


June 5 


June 6 


June 7 


June 7 


June 7 


June 8 


June 8 


MAIN SUBJECT 
they are unable to obtain satisfaction from 
the Angora Govt. 


Refers to No. 197: reports (i) Ottoman 
Govt. has approved Sir A. Block’s pro- 
posals for reducing personnel, (11) increase 
of fixed taxes is being considered, (iii) Sir 
A. Block is pressing for ad valorem tariff 
provisionally for six months, (iv) Allied 
High Commissions approved Ottoman 
State Bank’s offer to advance £T.1,200,000. 


Instructs to communicate to Greek Govt. 
copy of interim report of Commission of 
Enquiry in Ismid Peninsula (see Nos. 162 
and 172) and request them to furnish 
observations without delay. 

Reports arrival in Smyrna of British 
Military Attaché from Athens, and trans- 
mits information obtained by him from 
Greek authorities concerning strength, 
supply position, and morale of Greek army, 
and Greek intelligence of Kemalist forces: 
adds that Col. Sariyannis expressed view 
that most valuable military aid Greece 
could receive would be assistance in 


blockading Black Sea ports. 

Refers to No. 200: informs that H.M.G. 
have (i) agreed to Italian request to post- 
pone despatch of warship to Adalia on 
condition Italian Govt. undertake to 
prevent outrages against British vessels, 
(ii) asked Italian Govt. to enquire into case 
of three British subjects who have been 
informed by Italian authorities that they 
must consider themselves Turkish prison- 
ers. 

Minute stating that Parliamentary Secre- 
tary of the Board of Trade wishes to know 
whether prohibition of export of war mater- 
ial to Near East may be relaxed. 

Note 4. Minute by Lord Curzon stating 
that no decision to give military aid to 
Greece has been taken. 

Reports that M. Gounaris informed 
Admiral Kelly that the Greek people 
were confident of ability to carry opera- 
tions in Asia Minor to successful conclu- 
sion: adds that M.F.A. confirmed he fully 
understood that Admiral Kelly’s remarks 
and his enquiry whether Greece would 
accept London proposals of March were 
purely personal. 

Instructs to bring to notice of Grand 
Vizier unjustifiable calumny in Turkish 
press that H.M.G. were identified with 
Greek excesses and to point out that 
dissemination of such lies does not encour- 
age H.M.G. to continue their humani- 
tarian work on behalf of Moslems. 
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NO. AND NAME 

218 Mr. RaArrTIGAN 
Constantinople 
No. 570 


219 Mr. OSBORNE 
Foreign Office 


220 Sir C. Hurst 
Foreign Office 


221 Sir G. BucHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 222 


222 Lorp _HARDINGE 
No. 1743 


223 Mr. RATTIGAN 
Constantinople 
No. 579 


DATE 


June 8 


June g 


June 9 


June 10 


June 11 


June 11 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Reports attempts of Unionists to supplant 
Kemalists. 

Encl. Memo. by Mr. Ryan expressing 
view that undue importance should not 
be attached to political struggles among 
Nationalists who are all hostile to Great 
Britain and pointing out desirability of 
common action with the French to 
liquidate Greek occupation and of creating 
under the Sultan a tractable but not too 


- reduced Turkey. 


Memo. expressing view that blockade of 
Nationalist Black Sea ports (see No. 213) 
would have only limited effect, complicate 
the question of use of Constantinople as 
naval base, cement Nationalist-Bolshevik 
alliance and establish power of Pan-Is- 
lamic extremists in Angora. 

Note 5. Admiralty letter of June 16 dis- 
cussing requirements for and effectiveness 
of blockade of Nationalists’ ports. 


Minute stating that formal blockade of 
Nationalists’ ports would be to recognize 
Nationalists as political entity and create 
a state of war between them and Great 
Britain, and suggesting instead either 
‘pacific blockade’ or action under articles 
7 and 24 of Armistice of Mudros (Oct. go, 
1918): expresses view that measures direc- 
ted solely against Nationalists in Turkey 
would not be a breach of Anglo-Russian 
Trade Agreement. 


Reports that M.F.A., when asked how 
Italian Govt. could maintain order (see 
No. 214) if it was a fact that Italian troops 
were to be withdrawn from Adalia, stated 
his Govt.’s intention to despatch dread- 
nought there to replace small inadequate 
force. 


Reports that M. Berthelot, on being made 
acquainted with contents of No. 189, stated 
there was no foundation for rumour: adds 
that a letter subsequently received from 
M. Berthelot shows that French Govt. have 
misconception of H.M.G.’s attitude and 
practice and that, when this was pointed 
out, M. Briand suggested a meeting of 
British and French officials to arrive at 
common procedure in matter of supply 
of war materials to Greeks and Kemailists. 


Reports that M.F.A. stated that Kemal- 
ists were ready to deliver remainder of 
British prisoners in return for release of 
remainder of deportees in Malta (see 
Nos. 163 and 178) and that, if only Great 
Britain would meet the Kemalists half 
way, they would drop the Bolsheviks: adds 
that he pointed out to M.F.A. that 
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229 


NO. AND NAME 


Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 337 


To Sm G. BucHANAN 


Rome 
No. 501 


To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
No. 1623 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 424 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 425 


To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
No. 1638 


DATE 


June 12 


June 13 


June 13 


June 14 


June 14 


June 14 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Angora’s acts of flagrant hostility towards 
Great Britain prevented the attainment of 
a just solution of the Greco-Turkish con- 
flict and re-establishment of Turkey as a 
healthy state. 


Reports that he has addressed note to 
Greek Govt. requesting facilities for 
British Officer to inspect and report on 
condition of Greek Army in Asia Minor 
and to join Col. Nairne at Smyrna. 


Informs that referring to Italian treaty 
with Kemalists and negotiations with 
Afghans he asked the Italian Ambassador 
whether Italian Govt. held themselves at 
liberty to conclude secret agreements which 
might well be in direct conflict with Brit- 
ish interests. 


Informs of Sir E. Crowe’s conversation 
with French Ambassador whose attention 
having been drawn to the need for unity of 
command at Constantinople (see No. 181), 
spoke of the desirability of putting the 
Entente on a business footing, France sup- 
porting H.M.G. in the East and Great 
Britain standing firmly by France on the 
Rhine. 


Reports reconstruction of Constantinople 
Govt.: expresses view that reconstruction 
does not indicate any change in policy 
and that Govt. will continue to be sub- 
servient to Angora. 


Refers to Nos. 202 and 204: expresses view 
that policy of Angora is to thrust Great 
Britain and France apart and to appease 
each sufficiently to deter them from assisting 
Greeks: adds that M. Franklin-Bouillon’s 
arrival at Angora on June g indicates at- 
tempt in French circles to make some 
composition with Nationalists: comments 
on rumour of Kiazim Kara Bekir’s defec- 
tion from Angora to Constantinople. 


Informs that situation calls for fresh review 
of political and military problems facing 
Allied Govts. and instructs to invite M. 
Briand to support following proposals: 
(1) approach to Greek Govt. asking them 
to agree, in return for undertaking to 
maintain Greek rights under Treaty of 
Sévres in other respects, to the creation of 
autonomous Turkish province of Smyrna 
under protection of the powers, (ii) on 
assent of Greek Govt., this proposal to be 
made to Angora and Constantinople 
Govts. coupled with intimation that if it is 
refused then Allies would give assistance 
to the Greeks: further instructs to inform 
M. Briand that Lord Curzon is prepared 
to discuss these proposals in Paris. 
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237 


NO. AND NAME 


Sir E. Crowe 
Foreign Office 


Sir G. BucHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 230 


Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 


Tel. No. 377 


Srr H. Lams 
Smyrna 
Tel. No. 50 

To Lorp HARDINGE 


Paris 
Tel. No. 323 


EARL CuRZON 
Foreign Office 


Mr. RatTTIGAN 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 430 


Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 346 


DATE 


June 14 


June 


June 


June 


June 


June 


June 


15 


15 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Records conversation with Italian Am- 
bassador who expressed fear that H.M.G. 
was negotiating secretly with French 
Govt. on the Greco-Turkish question: 
expresses view that it would be prudent to 
give Signor de Martino statement of 
H.M.G.’s desire to make fresh effort to 
bring about a settlement. 
Note 2. Minute by Lord Curzon. 


Reports that M.F.A. stated that Signor 
Tuozzi’s reported mission to Angora had 
object of inducing Govt. there to adopt a 
moderate policy. 


Refers to No. 229: reports that M. 
Briand, who said he would be pleased to 
see Lord Curzon in Paris, expressed view 
that it would be difficult to leave out 
Thrace in discussion with Turks. 


Transmits (for C.I.G.S.) report on Greek 
Army from Col. Nairne (see also No. 239). 


Instructs to inform M. Briand that Lord 
Curzon, having learned from French 
Ambassador that his visit would be wel- 
come, proposes to come to Paris for con- 
ferences on June 18-19. 


Informs the Italian Ambassador that 
H.M.G. consider that it is hardly nec 

to reply to Greek note (see No. 188) on lines 
proposed by Italian Govt. 

Note 3. Italian Memo. of May go propo- 
sing that reply should be made to Greek 
Govt. to effect that they are acting in 
present phase of struggle without commis- 
sion from the Allies. 


Reports that Constantinople Turks, who 
are panic stricken at idea of Britain sup- 
porting Greece, are trying to abate ex- 
tremist policy of Kemalists and to show to 
Allies that Kemalists need time to prove 
their goodwill; expresses view that this 
sudden ‘conversion’ of Angora is merely 
a playing for time. 


Refers to No. 228: urges that, if Greece is 
to be given assistance, it should be given 
at once and expresses view that Greek 
Govt. is likely to postpone offensive in hope 
that reports on Greek army (see Nos. 213, 
233, 239) will encourage H.M.G. to sup- 
port Greek military operations: suggests 
that, if Allies evacuate Constantinople, 
there might be temptation for Greeks to 
abandon Asia Minor campaign and to 
make a dash for that city: reports that 
Italian Minister stated Italian Govt. had 
no intention of withdrawing troops from 
Meander. 
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253 


NO. AND NAME 


238 To Lorp HarpINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 324 
To Sm G. BucHANAN 
Rome 


Tel. No. 261 


239 Sir H. Lams 
Smyrna 
Tel. No. 50 

240 Sm H. Lams 
Smyrna 
Tel. No. 50 


241 Eart Curzon 
Foreign Office 


242 Sm H. Lamp 
Smyrna 
Tel. No. 50 


243 Mr. RatrTicAN 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 441 


244 Sm G. BucHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 240 


245 Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 394 


246 Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 351 


DATE 
June 16 


June 16 


June 17 


June 17 


June 18 


June 19 


June 19 


June 20 


June 20 





MAIN SUBJECT 


Instructs to ask French and Italian Govts. 
whether they agree to immediate publica- 
tion and communication to Greek Govt. of 
reports of Commissions of Enquiry (see 
Nos. 162, 172, and 212). 


Continuation of No. 233: report on 
Greek Army from Col. Nairne (see also 
No. 240). 


Continuation of No. 239 (see also No. 242). 


Informs Italian Ambassador that Count 
Sforza’s account of British squadron’s 
visit to Scala Nova was untrue, and 
that H.M.G.’s information was _ that 
Commander-in-Chief Mediterranean had 
sent a single vessel to Scala Nova to inform 
Turkish authorities that H.M.G. could not 
accept their excuses for refusing pratique to a 
British steamship. 

Note 1. Sir E. Crowe’s record of conver- 
sation on June 14 with the Italian Ambas- 
sador. 


Continuation of No. 240. 


Reports that rumours of readiness of 
Angora to release all British prisoners are 
not confirmed: suggests plan, with which 
General Harington agrees, that exchange 
should be made on board British ship at 
Adalia, it being made clear that H.M.G. 
do not intend to release any Turks at Mal- 
ta not covered by agreement with Bekir 
Sami (see No. 101, n. 2): adds that there 
is tendency among Turks to recover from 
alarm at idea of British intervention on 
side of Greeks (see No. 236). 


Reports that Bekir Sami Bey, who hopes 
shortly to go to London, regards the 
Aga Khan’s message (see No. 185, n. 2), 
as presage for re-establishment of friendly 
relations. 


Transmits message from Mr. Vansittart 
saying that Italian representative has 
accepted assumption of command by 
General Harington on same terms as the 
French and that M. Briand has pressed that 
General Harington should assume his 
command as unostentatiously as possible. 


Refers to No. 140; and transmits report 
from reliable source that Greek Govt. have 
placed large order for munitions with 
Creusot. 
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260 


261 


NO. AND NAME DATE 
247 Mr. RATTIGAN June 20 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 443 
248 To Mr. RatTrTicAN June 20 


Constantinople 
Tel. No. 376 


249 To Sir G. BucHANAN June 20 
Rome 
No. 515 


250 Mr. RatrTIcGAN 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 445 


June 21 


251 Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 356 


June 21 


252 Lorp GRANVILLE June 21 
Athens 


Tel. No. 358 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Reports that he has discussed with 
General Harington and Admiral de 
Robeck approach made by Mustafa 
Kemal through ex-Major Henry, and all 
are agreed that Mustafa Kemal must 
come in person to some point on coast if he 
wishes to meet General Harington: adds 
that he does not apprehend anything will 
be done to commit H.M.G. or give im- 
pression H.M.G. are courting Kemaalists. 

Note 1. General Harington’s tel. No. 
454 of June 20 to the War Offfice stating 
his willingness to meet Mustafa Kemal 
at Inebolli. 


Instructs to take steps to prevent General 
Townshend from proceeding from Con- 
stantinople to Angora: informs that cate- 
gorical denial of press report that General 
Townshend is proceeding to Angora as 
representative of H.M.G. will be published. 


Informs that Sir E. Crowe in conversation 
of June 16 with Italian Ambassador (i) 
explained Lord Curzon’s wish that Italian 
representative should take part in informal 
discussions in Paris (see No. 234), (ii) ex- 
pressed H.M.G.’s concern that Count Sfor- 
za should enter into transactions with 
Nationalists (see No. 114) and thus place 
himself in a position which would prevent 
him from supporting agreed Allied policy 
in the Near East, (iii) protested against 
Italian agreement with Afghanistan (see 
No. 225, n. 11) and pointed out desirability 
of cancelling projected Italian mission to 
Kabul. 


Reports change of situation and expresses 
view that prospect of H.M.G.’s interven- 
tion has caused Kemalists to think that it 
may be better to submit to H.M.G.’s justice 
provided it is not too severe: further re- 
ports that M.F.A. had intimated that, if 
Allies declared Smyrna ought to belong 
to Turks, Kemalists would abandon 
Bolsheviks: and comments that any con- 
siderable move by H.M.G. towards con- 
ciliation would be looked upon as sign of 
weakness. 


Reports that the three Allied Representa- 
tives left copies of Allied proposals with 
M.F.A. who stated he could make no 
observations until proposal had been con- 
sidered by Council of Ministers. 

Note 1. Allied invitation to Hellenic 
Govt. to place its interests in hands of 
Allied Powers. 


Refers to No. 251: reports he has learned 
from foreign sources conditions to be im- 
posed by Allies if Greek Govt. accept 
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253 


256 


257 


258 


NO. AND NAME 


To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 341 

To Sm G. BucHANAN 
Rome 


Tel. No. 267 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Constantinople 
Tel. unnumbered 


Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 406 


Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 411 


EARL CuRZON 
Foreign Office 


Mr. RartrTicAN 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 461 


DATE 


June 22 


June 23 


June 23 


June 23 


June 23 


June 25 


MAIN SUBJECT 


intervention: and expresses view that, if 
Greek offensive is not purely bluff, Greek 
Govt. will not abandon it for conditions 
considerably worse than those offered in 
March: adds that there is possibility Greeks 
will accept conditions in hope that Kem- 
alists will refuse: concludes that H.M.G.’s 
policy of concession to Turks will give rise to 
loss of prestige both in Turkey and Greece. 


Instructs to inform French and Italian 
Govts. that H.M.G., with their concur- 
rence, propose to reply to Mustafa Kem- 
al that a British representative is prepared 
to meet him on the Black Sea and to hear 
what he has to say (see No. 247). 


Reports secret information indicating 
that M.F.A.’s reference to desirability of 
negotiations with Angora may be based on 
communications from Angora Govt. whose 
desiderata seem to be based on National 
Pact (see No. 91). 

Note 4. Mr. Rattigan’s tel. No. 450 of 
June 23 expressing aversion to idea of 
secret negotiations with Angora Govt. 


Reports that on June 22 M. Briand in- 
formed Senate Commission on Foreign 
Affairs of increasing solidarity between 
France, Great Britain, and Italy in the 
Near East. 

Note 1. F.O. tel. No. 345 of June 24 to 
Lord Hardinge: Lord Hardinge’s Note of 
June 26 to M. Briand: M. Briand’s reply 
of June 29: record of Sir E. Crowe’s conver- 
sation with the Italian Ambassador on 
June 22. 


Refers to No. 253: reports that M. 
Briand has no objection to British repre- 
sentative’s meeting with Mustafa Kemal 
but expressed view that meeting should not 
take place till Greeks have accepted offer 
of mediation (see No. 251, n. 1). 


Letter to the Greek Chargé d’Affaires 
stating that H.M.G. are unable to accede 
to request to admit Greek forces into the 
zone (of the Bigha Peninsula) which has 
been proclaimed neutral. 


Refers to No. 243, n. 8: transmits text of 
message from Angora Govt. saying that as 
Grand National Assembly has not approved 
prisoners’ agreement signed by Bekir Sami 
Bey in London (see No. 65, n. 5) it would 
be advantageous to deal with question 
independently of that agreement and 
adding that British prisoners will be re- 
leased when Turkish prisoners are released 
by H.M.G. 
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261 
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267 


NO. AND NAME 


To Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 195 


Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 363 


EArt CuRZON 
Foreign Office 


EARL CuRZON 
Foreign Office 


Sir G. BUCHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 252 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 460 


Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 368 


Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
No. 281 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 463 


DATE 
June 25 


June 25 


June 25 


June 25 


June 26 


June 27 


June 27 


June 27 


June 28 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Refers to Nos. 183, 184, and 191: in- 
structs, in view of present negotiations 
(see No. 251), to defer representations to 
Greek Govt. as regards taxation and 
recruitment. 


Refers to No. 251: transmits substance of 
Greek Note of June 24 expressing thanks 
for Allied offer but stating that Greek 
Govt. cannot postpone Greek offensive 
and adding that Turkish resistance was 
due to non-application of the disarmament 
clauses of the Armistice. 


Letter to the Greek Chargé d’Affaires 
stating that it is preferable that Greek 
Govt. should formulate reply to Allied 
proposals (see No. 251) rather than that 
M. Gounaris should proceed to London 
for discussions. 


Letter to the Greek Chargé d’Affaires 
acknowledging Memorandum of M. Gou- 
naris and welcoming Greek Govt.’s will- 
ingness to consider any suggestions put 
forward by H.M.G. (cf. No. 260). 


Reports conversation with Bekir Sami 
Bey who, claiming to represent moderate 
party, spoke of proceeding to London 
after his visit to Paris: adds that he re- 
minded Bekir Sami Bey of failure of Angora 
Govt. to carry out terms of agreement 
respecting exchange of prisoners (see No. 
65, n. 5). 

Refers to No. 245: expresses view, with 
which General Harington concurs, that 
authority should be given to treat de- 
cision concerning General Harington’s 
command as a measure already known 
to the public. 


Refers to No. 260: reports that M.F.A. exe 
plained to Serbian Minister that presence of 
Greek King at Smyrna rendered impos- 
sible abandonment of offensive, the date of 
which, according to M.F.A., has not yet 
been fixed: expresses view shared by 
colleagues that Greeks, after initial 
successes, will accept mediation. 


Reports comments in the Greek press on 
Allied Note (see No. 251): expresses 
agreement with the view that consent to 
armistice would be weakness on part of 
Greeks who see necessity of first reaching 
the line Afium Kara Hissar-Kutahia—Esk- 
ishehr: adds that Italian Minister stated 
that he personally thought it was essential 
Greeks should win decisive victory. 


Reports that (i) under attack by Kemal- 
ist forces, Greeks evacuated Ismid on 
night of June 27, (ii) he has invited 
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268 To Mr. Ratrican 


NO. AND NAME 


Constantinople 
Tel. No. 393 


DATE 


June 28 


269 To Sir G. BucHANAN June 28 


270 To Lorp GRANVILLE 
A 


271 


Rome 
No. 543 


thens 
No. 318 


Mr. Montracu 
London 


June 29 


June 29 


MAIN SUBJECT 


French, Italian, and American High 
Commissioners to send an officer to 
accompany General Franks and Red 
Crescent delegate to Ismid to prevent 
massacres, (iii) he instructed Mr. Ryan to 
urge Constantinople Govt. to use their 
influence with Angora to prevent viola- 
tion of neutral zone. 


Instructs to communicate jointly, as soon 
as colleagues have received instructions, 
text of reports of Commissions of Enquiry 
(see No. 238) to Greek High Commissioner 
and to arrange for immediate publication. 

Note 3. Mr. Rattigan’s tel. No. 500 of 
July 8 advising against publication of 
these reports and stating that he is taking 
no action pending further instructions. 


Informs that in conversation with Italian 
Ambassador Sir E. Crowe stated that, 
as Count Bonin was present at dis- 
cussions in Paris (June 18-19), Italian 
Govt. no doubt was fully informed as to 
whether or not it was proposed to drop 
Tripartite Agreement: adds that the 
Italian Ambassador stated that Count 
Sforza favoured early meeting of Supreme 
Council in order to establish full under- 
standing between Italian Govt. and 
H.M.G. 


Informs that although Greek law annexing 
Thrace, Imbros, and Tenedos is inexcus- 
able since it disregards both Greek Minor- 
ities Treaty (see No. 5, n. 2) and the 
necessity for ratification of the treaty trans- 
ferring these territories to Greece, H.M.G. 
do not propose to take any action in the 
matter. 


Letter to Lord Curzon: protests against 
Admiral de Robeck’s proposal to prevent 
advance of Turkish Nationalist forces 
towards Bosphorus, since such action will 
involve war in support of Greeks who 
have refused mediation (see No. 260): 
suggests that a warning should be sent to 
Kemalist commander. 

Note 1. Foreign Office letter of June 29 
approving Admiral de Robeck’s proposal. 

Note 3. Foreign Office tel. No. 395 of 
June 30 instructing Sir H. Rumbold to 
send urgently a warning to Angora. 
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CHAPTER II 


Correspondence and Memoranda, July 1-December 31, 1921 


NO. AND NAME 
272 Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 

Tel. No. 372 


273 Mr. Ratrican 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 473 


274 Mr. RaAtTTIGAN 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 474 


275 Mr. RATTIGAN 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 475 


216 To Lorp Harpince 
Paris 
No. 1828 


DATE 


July 1 


July 1 


July 1 


July 1 


July 1 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Reports (i) that Greek Press explain that 
evacuation of Ismid (see No. 267) renders 
it necessary for Allies themselves to defend 
Constantinople and neutral zone against 
Kemaalists, (ii) that Greek Minister for War 
in published interview stated that Asia 
Minor campaign was not undesired legacy 
from previous Govt. but a policy shared by 
every Greek. 


Reports that in reply to demands made by 
M.F.A. he stated (i) that he had already 
protested to Greek High Commissioner 
against Greek excesses in Yalova (see No. 
268), (ii) that, as Dardanelles situation 
was governed by precedent created by 
passage of the Goeben, Allies could not 
prohibit passage of Straits by Greek war- 
ships without departing from strict neu- 
trality: adds that M.F.A. promised to 
exert all his influence at Angora to prevent 
entry into neutral zone by Kemalist forces. 


Continues No. 273: reports that M.F.A. 
stated he had reason to believe that the 
Angora Govt. while demanding Smyrna 
and E. Thrace would accept (i) Inter- 
national Commission for Straits subject 
to provision of protection of Constan- 
tinople, (ii) capitulations for period of ten 
years with renewal if necessary, (iii) modi- 
fied financial control: expresses view that 
M.F.A.’s statements about acceptance of 
financial control and capitulations were 
optimistic. 


Refers to Nos. 273 and 271, n. 3: and states 
that it would be inadvisable to send direct 
warning to Angora since Kemalist forces 
at present show no desire to violate neutral 
zone. 


Informs of reply given to the French 
Ambassador to M. Briand’s proposal that 
as Greece had refused mediation (see No. 
260), a joint notification should be sent to 
Greek Govt. warning them of dangers they 
were running and of possible withdrawal 
of facilities given to Greek warships at 
Constantinople and in the Marmara: re- 
ply was to effect that (i) a further warning 
was superfluous (see No. 251, n. 1), 
(11) 1t was unfair to withdraw facilities when 
Kemalists were receiving assistance from 
Russia, (iii) H.M.G.’s view was that Greeks 
were likely to gain initial success and then 
to accept mediation. 
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260 


277 To Lorp HARDINGE 


278 


281 


282 


NO. AND NAME 


Paris 
Tel. No. 360 


To Mr. Ratrican 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 406 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 480 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 482 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 483 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 484 


DATE 


July 2 


July 2 


July 3 


July 4 


July 4 


July 4 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Informs (i) as M. Briand now thinks (cf. 
No. 256) meeting with Mustafa Kemal 
should take place without delay, H.M.G. 
are instructing General Harington accord- 
ingly, (i) Italian Govt., who appear to mis- 
understand object of meeting, propose that 
Italian and French representatives should 
accompany General Hiarington, (iii) 
H.M.G. is explaining to Italian Govt. 
that General Harington will merely listen 
and not negotiate. 


Refers to Nos. 253, 256, and 277, n. 2: 
instructs to arrange that General Haring- 
ton should reply that he is willing to meet 
Mustafa Kemal on Black Sea and to 
hear what he has to say; further instructs 
to accompany General Harington unless 
there are good reasons to the contrary. 


Reports that of the 25 to jo British sub- 
jects detained only 8 have been released and 
expresses view that object is to make show 
of conciliation by releasing less important 
prisoners and to retain others in order to 
exert pressure for release of all Turkish pri- 
soners in Malta, including war criminals 
(see No. 243, n. 5). 


Refers to No. 278: reports that Italian and 
French High Commissioners and General 
Harington approve proposal that he (Mr. 
Rattigan) should accompany General Har- 
ington to meeting with Mustafa Kemal: 
requests to be instructed as to any 
special points to give attention to: points 
out that if Greek offensive has started it may 
be difficult for Mustafa Kemal to reach 
the coast. 


Reports that at meeting with Allied 
naval and military commanders, the 
Allied High Commissioners stated that 
Allied Govts. were determined to oppose 
violation of neutral zone and decided to 
ask their Govts. what ultimate policy would 
be in event of Kemalist advance and 
resistance by Allied troops: requests to 
be instructed whether H.M.G. agree to 
French and Italian proposal that Greeks 
be denied use of Constantinople as naval 
base: expresses support for this proposal 
(see No. 159). 


Reports that at meeting referred to in No. 
281 French and Italian High Commission- 
ers stated that General Harington had 
exceeded his powers in arresting 59 Bol- 
sheviks and that they would refer matter 
to their Govts., General Harington having 
stated he was responsible for security of 
Allied troops directly to Allied Govts. and 
not to Allied High Commissioners. 
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295 


2783 Mr. Ra@®rIGAN 


284 Mr. RartTicaAn 


NO. AND NAME DATE 


July 5 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 488 


July 5 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 489 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 491 


July 5 


To Sm M. Cueetuam § July 5 
Paris 
Tel. No. 370 
To Sm G. BucHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 288 


To Mr. Ratrican 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 418 


July 6 


Mr. RatTrican 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 493 


July 6 


Lorp GRANVILLE 


Tel. No. 381 


July 6 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Note 4. Constantinople tel. No. 477 of 
July 2 stating that neither French nor 
Italian High Commissioner has acknow- 
ledged General Harington’s notification of 
his having assumed command. 


Identic tel. of High Commissioners to 
their Govts. stating note has been addres- 
sed to Greek High Commissioner urging 
prevention of repetition of Greek excesses, 
reported by Inter-Allied Commission sent 
to Ismid, and requesting démarche at 
Athens with view to preserving other 
territory and particularly town of Brussa 
from similar fate. 


Refers to No. 278: reports that (i) he sent 
Mr. Ryan on July 4 to inform M.F.A. of 
scope of General Harington’s proposed 
meeting with Mustafa Kemal and to 
request him to make arrangements, (it) 
General] Harington himself handed M.F.A. 
message for Mustafa Kemal, it being 
arranged that messenger should proceed 
on British ship to Zunguldak, (iii) he is 
taking steps to have the Sultan fully in- 
formed. 

Note 3. Constantinople tel. No. 490 of 

July 5 transmitting translation of General 
Harington’s message. 
Refers to No. 284: reports that in con- 
versation with Hamid Bey, Angora agent 
at Constantinople, he expressed view that 
if Kemalists were wise they would make 
only reasonable demands, in which case 
H.M.G. would give them a fair hearing, 
and they should not rely on Bolsheviks to 
obtain maximum demands in defiance of 
the Allies. 


Instructs to request French and Italian 
Govts. to instruct their representatives in 
Athens to join Lord Granville in protest 
to Greek Govt. against excesses of Greek 
troops retreating towards Yalova. 


Refers to No. 280: instructs to play role 
similar to that of General Harington, 1.e. 
to hear what Mustafa Kemal has to say, 
but authorizes to express H.M.G.’s indig- 
nation at Angora’s behaviour over pri- 
soners (see No. 279). 


Gives chief points in M.F.A.’s memo. 
embodying what he knows to be Kemalist 
demands and points out that these corre- 
spond, except for certain differences, with 
those expressed by Hamid Bey during 
interview reported in No. 285. 

Refers to No. 286, n. 3: and points out 
(i) during retreat from Eskishehr in 
March and April Greek 3rd Division was 
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300 


301 


NO. AND NAME 


290 Sir M. CHEETHAM 
Paris 
Tel. No. 460 


291 Mr. RarTricAN 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 495 


292 Mr. RATTIGAN 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 499 


293 To Mr. RATTIGAN 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 426 


DATE 


July 6 


July 7 


July 8 


July 8 


MAIN SUBJECT 

fired at from practically every village, 
(ii) word ‘retreat’? for movement from 
Ismid to Yalova gives wrong impression. 


Reports chief points of interview given to 
press by Nihad Reshad Bey who, having 
explained that Franco-Turkish agreement 
of Mar. 1921 (see No. 56, n. 3) had not been 
rejected, gave details of counter-proposals 
put forward by Nationalists concerning 
economic concessions, gendarmerie, and 
Turco-Syrian frontier. 


Reports that Mustafa Kemal’s reply to 
General Harington’s message (see No. 284, 
n. 3) speaks of acceptance of ‘invitation’ 
to enter into pourparlers on land at Treboli 
on basis (complete liberation and entire 
independence of national territory) pro- 
posed by Major Henry to Refet: com- 
ments that it is clear that Major Henry 
exceeded his instructions (see No. 247, n. 
1): states that he will inform M.F.A. 
immediately that recognition of principle 
demanded in Angora note is quite out of 
the question. 

Note 2. F.O. tels. No. 382 to Paris and 
No. 295 to Rome instructing Lord Hard- 
inge and SirG. Buchanan to inform French 
and Italian Govts. of the substance of 
Mustafa Kemal’s reply. Mr. Rattigan’s 
tel. No. 510 of July 9 reporting that he had 
informed French and Italian High Com- 
missioners of Mustafa Kemal’s_ reply 
and of his action (see No. 292) which they 
approved. 

Note 4. General Harington’s tel. No. 543 
of July 7 informing the War Office of 
Mustafa Kemal’s reply. 


Refers to No. 291 : reports that he informed 
M.F.A. and Hamid Bey that it was pre- 
posterous that H.M.G. should recognize 
in principle Turkish claims to complete 
independence within national frontiers 
before entering into any pourparlers: that 
in any case there was no question of 
pourparlers since H.M.G. had _ merely 
authorized General Harington to hear 
what Mustafa Kemal had to say: and that 
only if Mustafa Kemal changed his 
attitude completely could H.M.G. recon- 
sider the matter; concludes by expressing 
view that Angora Govt. are in hands of 
Bolsheviks. 


Informs that, as question raised by 
Mustafa Kemal’s reply (see No. 291) is 
really one for Cabinet decision, it would 
have been well if statement had been 
confined, pending instructions, to remark 
that a misunderstanding had occurred. 
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NO. AND NAME 


294 Mr. Ratrican 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 506 


295 Mr. RATTIGAN 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 508 


296 Mam. RaATTIGAN 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 511 


297. Srr G. BuCHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. unnumbered 


298 Sm M. CHEETHAM 
Paris 


DATE 
July 8 


July g 


July 9 


July 10 


July 10 


MAIN SUBJECT 

Refers to No. 292 and No. 281, n. 3: 
reports that Admiral de Robeck and 
General Harington agree that in view of 
Angora reply (see No. 291) it would be 
inadvisable to put into force proposed mea- 
sures against Greeks, it being General 
Harington’s opinion that pretext or no pre- 
text Kemalists will advance on Constanti- 
nople when they have nothing further to 
fear from Greeks, and Admiral de Robeck’s 
view that Russian troops will be trans- 
ported across Black Sea: adds that, as 
extremists in Angora would seem to be in 
power, no hope can be placed in M.F.A.’s 
promised counsel of moderation (see No. 
273). 

Expresses view that there would be no 
objection to United States High Com- 
missioner’s associating himself in further 
representation to Turkish Govt. urging 
adoption of ad valorem duties (see No. 197) : 
adds that though American High Com- 
missioner opposes consumption taxes there 
has been no friction to speak of and that 
he is prepared to recommend return to 11 
per cent ad valorem provided tax on 
petroleum be halved. 

Notes 2 and 5. Lord Curzon’s tel. No. 
383 of June 22 giving H.M.G.’s informa- 
tion of attitude of the United States Govt. 
to this question. 


Refers to No. 293 and states that as will be 
seen from No. 292 he made no declaration 
of policy beyond saying, in keeping with 
previous declarations of policy, that 
H.M.G. could not possibly agree to the 
basis proposed by Mustafa Kemal and 
that he had added that question might be 
reopened if Kemal’s attitude changed. 


Expresses view that new President of the 
Council (Signor Bonomi) and M.F.A. 
(Marchese della Torretta) will be persona 
grata with Lord Curzon and P.M. and 
suggests he should be instructed to give 
encouraging and appreciative message to 
M.F.A. who wishes to efface past and make 
fresh start. 

Note 4. Sir G. Buchanan’s tel. No. 286 of 
July ro reporting statement by M.F.A. 
concerning Tripartite Agreement. 

Note to M. Briand: requests to be in- 
formed whether there is any truth in press 
reports to the effect that Bekir Sami Bey is 
negotiating with the French Govt. on the 
basis of counter-proposals which include 
inter alia (a) concessions for the economic 
and industrial development of Turkey (5) 
organization of gendarmerie throughout 
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310 


NO. AND NAME 


299 Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 393 


300 Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 397 


301 Mr. Ratrican 
Constantinople 
No. 662 


302 To Sm G. BucHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 304 


DATE 


July 11 


July 11 


July 11 


July 12 


303 To Sm M. CuHeetTHam = July 12 


Paris 
Tel. No. 391 


304 Sm G. BucHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 289 


July 13 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Turkey by French officers; points out that 
arrangements under (a) would be at 
variance with Tripartite Agreement (see 
No. 17, n. 4) and those under (4) would 
prejudice decisiuions of Military Commis- 
sion (see No. 25, nn. 5 and 6) and of agree- 
ment whereby French officer to be in 
charge of Military Sub-Commission on 
gendarmerie would be subordinate to 
Main Military Commission (see No. 245). 


Transmits Greek Govt.’s request to H.M.G. 
to supply 8,000 tons of coal a month to 
Greek Navy for duration of hostilities. 

Note 1. Lord Curzon’s tel. No. 226 of 
July 25 instructing Lord Granville to 
inform Greek Govt. that no Admiralty 
stocks are available. 


Transmits offer of Greek Govt. to place 
under British Command Greek division 
to be transferred from Thrace to Lule 
Burgas. 


Refers to No. 281 and transmits copies of 
questionnaire addressed to Allied High 
Commissioners by General Harington 
concerning ultimate policy of Allied Govts. 
should Kemalists advance on Constanti- 
nople. 

Encl. General Harington requests to be 
informed whether he is to deal with (a) 
Kemalist advance on Constantinople 
from Ismid or (6) advance on Dardanelles 
via Brussa and, as he cannot deal with 
both simultaneously, whether he will be 
reinforced: adds that if Greeks were de- 
feated considerable reinforcements would 
be required. 

Refers to No. 297: approves language 
held to M.F.A. and instructs to inform 
him that H.M.G. will be happy to discuss 
outstanding questions, and to point out 
(using discretion) that H.M.G. will 
endeavour to secure Italian economic 
interests in Anatolia in so far as this sup- 
port is compatible with pacification of 
Asia Minor, which is not a matter for 
bargaining among the Allies. 

Instructs that if approached directly by 
Bekir Sami Bey concerning his proposed 
visit to London (see No. 263) to call 
attention to disgraceful conduct of Angora 
Govt. concerning exchange of prisoners 
(see No. 279) and insolent attitude of 
Mustafa Kemal in respect of meeting 
with General Harington (see No. 291). 


Reports communication to M.F.A. (see 
No. 291, n. 2) of substance of Mustafa 
Kemal’s reply to General Harington: 
M.F.A. stated that (i) Angora’s proposals 
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315 


316 


310 


311 


NO. AND NAME 


Mr. RAtTrTIGAN 
Constantinople 
Tel. unnumbered 


Sm G. BuCHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 296 


Sm M. CHEETHAM 


Tel. No. 486 


Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 408 


Sm M. CHEETHAM 
Tel. No. 491 


To Sm M. CHEETHAM 


Paris 
Tel. No. 402 


To Sm G. BucHANAN 


Rome 
Tel. No. 308 


To Mr. Ratrican 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 442 


I. XV 


DATE 


July 14 


July 14 


July 15 


July 15 


July 16 


July 18 


July 19 


MAIN SUBJECT 
were not acceptable to Italy who could 
not renounce any rights acquired under 
Tripartite Agreement, (ii) only hope of 
pacification was to discover some formula 
which would satisfy Kemalists with regard 
to Thrace and Smyrna. 


Reports that General Harington is dis- 
quieted by reports that France has pros- 
pect of making a separate peace with 
Kemalists and asks to know where he 
stands if French troops are not available 
for defence of Constantinople. 


Reports action taken in the sense of No. 
302: adds that M.F.A. expressed grateful 
appreciation of Lord Curzon’s message 
and repeated assurances already given 
(see No. 297). 


Refers to No. 291, n. 2, and transmits 
reply received from M. Briand to the 
effect that, in event of conversations, 
Mustafa Kemal should be reminded 
that basis of Allied policy is reconstruction 
of independent Turkey in harmony with 
Allied demands for freedom of the Straits, 
and with respect for financial engagements, 
administrative and military reorganization. 


Reports that President of the Council 
submitted on July 14 to Greek Assembly 
the Allied Note offering mediation and the 
Greek reply (see Nos. 251, n. 1, and 260) 
and, having stated that excesses at Ismid 
(see No. 267) were not attributable to the 
Greek Army, went on to explain the 
mission of Greece in emancipating alien 
populations from the Turkish yoke. 


Refers to No. 298, n. 1, and transmits 
substance of French Note of July 14 
giving assurances that economic conces- 
sions and gendarmerie officers will be 
limited to French zones and explaining 
that the Cilician agreement is a local 
negotiation, the general question of peace 
being reserved for Allied agreement. 


Instructs to request French and Italian 
Govts. to inform their representatives at 
Constantinople that expenditure for 
Turkish gendarmerie in neutral zone 
between Black Sea and Gulf of Ismid (see 
Nos. 145, 156, 199) should be met by the 
Ottoman Govt. 


Refers to No. 294, n. 6: instructs (i) to dis- 
cuss with Admiral de Robeck and General 
Harington question of enforcement of strict 
neutrality, with a view to arriving at 
unanimous conclusion, (ii) to confirm that 
Allied representatives favour enforcement. 
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314 


315 


316 


317 


NO. AND NAME 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 521 


Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 417 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 524 


To Lorp GRANVILLE 


Athens 
No. 369 


LorD GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 427 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 535 


DATE 
July 20 


July a1 


July 22 


July 22 


July 25 


July 26 


MAIN SUBJECT 

Reports that identic note from Sublime 
Porte states willingness to return to ad 
valorem dues (see No. 295) on condition (i) 
they are provisional until restoration of 
peace, (ii) consumption tax be continued or 
customs increased from 11 to 15%, the 
proceeds being paid wholly into Ottoman 
Treasury instead of being earmarked for 
service of public debt. 


Reports that M.F.A. stated on authority 
of President of the Council that reported 
Greek victories of Kutahia (July 17) and 
of Eskishehr (July 19) did not mean that 
the Greek army had finished its task and 
that to accept mediation would be entirely 
contrary to Greek interests. 


Refers to No. 311: and reports that he was 
unaware that General Harington had, 
since agreement reported in No. 294, 
recommended that neutrality should be 
tightened: reiterates views expressed in No. 
294: and concludes by saying that, if neut- 
rality against Greeks were tightened, the 
French would attribute it to their own 
influence. 


Informs that although Greek authorities 
are at liberty to purchase paravanes from 
private manufacturers it is not permissible 
for the Admiralty to supply this war 
material to the Greek Govt. 

Note 1. Lord Granville’s tel. No. 410 of 
July 18 suggesting that as paravanes are 
required by Greek Govt. for defensive 
purposes laws of neutrality should not be 
strained to an unnecessary degree. 


Comments on a telegram of July 24 of 
Mr. Rattigan: points out that even if Kemal 
were badly beaten he would leave men to 
carry on guerrilla warfare: Greeks would 
therefore need to continue to control 
territories until moderate Turkish govern- 
ment could take over, and for these services, 
which derive from their original man- 
date, Greeks will except compensation. 


Reports that Italian High commissioner 
asked for views on approach made to him 
by M.F.A. who claimed to have support 
of 65% of Army and of National Assembly ; 
adds that he replied that it would be better 
for Constantinople Govt. to come to a 
preliminary agreement with Angora and 
that negotiation on lines proposed would 
merely disclose hand of Allies, there being 
no guarantee that basis arrived at would 
be accepted by Angora: concludes by saying 
that M.F.A.’s estimate of support is some- 
what optimistic. 
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NO. AND NAME DATE 


318 Mr. Ratrican July 26 
Constantinople 
No. 717 


319 Lorp GRANVILLE July 27 
Athens 
Tel. No. 429 


320 To Sm M. CHEETHAM = July 28 
Paris 
Tel. No. 431 
To Mr. KENNARD 
Rome 
Tel. No. 332 


321 To Mr. RatTicAn July 28 
Constantinople 
No. 806 


322 Mr. OSBORNE July 28 
Foreign Office 


MAIN SUBJECT 
Reports decisions of meeting of July 22 
between Allied High Commissioners and 
members of the Provisional Financial Com- 
mission : © that High Commissioners 
should authorize liquidation of contents of 
military depots with a view to reimbursing 
banks and Ottoman Public Debt for 
advances made, (ii) that Provisional 
Financial Commission should examine 
question of advance from Imperial 
Ottoman Bank to Govt. for purpose of pay- 
ing one month’s salary to Govt. officials, 
(i11) that Provisional Financial Commission 
should furnish proposals for the reorgan- 
ization of Constantinople Govt.’s financial 
administration. 


Reports (i) that M.F.A. spoke in terms 
which show that Greek Govt. evidently 
realize that Kemalist army is still in being, 
(ii) that there is always a possibility that 
Greeks might attempt to seize Constanti- 
nople, (iii) that Italian Minister believes 
Greeks would be delighted to receive fresh 
offer of mediation from the Powers (cf. 
No. 313). 


Instructs to inform French and Italian 
Govts. of H.M.G.’s intention to lay reports 
of Allied Commissions of Enquiry (see 
No. 238) before Parliament as soon as 
possible. 


Instructs (i) to inform Yussuf Kemal, in 
taking note of his protest against Greek 
outrages in Ismid area, that report of 
Commission of Enquiry has been sent and 
a protest made to the Greek Govt. who 
are investigating the matter (see No. 308), 
that Allied Representatives at Constanti- 
nople have taken steps to protect Moslems 
(see No. 267), and that reports of Turkish 
outrages in Pontus and Ismid have been 
received, (ii) in concert with colleagues, to 
demand that Nationalist Govt. should 
institute immediate enquiries into anti- 
Christian outrages and communicate to 
Powers the result at an early date. 


Letter to War Office transmitting copies 
of telegrams from Constantinople showing 
that General Harington is no longer in 
favour of proposed measures to enforce 
strict neutrality against Greeks (see Nos. 
311 and 314). 

Note 4. Correspondence (July—Aug. 
1922) between Foreign Office and War 
Office concerning responsibility for deci- 
sion not to deprive Greek warships of base 
at Constantinople. 
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328 


329 


NO. AND NAME 


To Mr. RaAtTTIGAN 
Constantinople 


No. 799 


Mr. RATTIGAN 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 544 


To Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 230 


Sir H. RumMBoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 546 


Mr. OsBORNE 
Foreign Office 


Sm H. RumsBoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 549 


To Mr. RATTIGAN 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 468 


DATE 


July 28 


July 29 


July 30 


Aug. ! 


Undated 


Aug. 2 


Aug. 2 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Informs of negotiations of Governor of 
National Bank of Greece with Sir George 
Armstrong for a loan of £30,000,000 to be 
spent on purchasing wheat, coal, railway 
and harbour material. 


Reports that M.F.A. enquired whether, 
in view of Greek success, H.M.G. had 
changed their policy, and whether H.M.G. 
had pronounced on terms in No. 288: adds 
that, when pressed, he gave as personal 
advice that Kemal should be persuaded 
to renounce Bolsheviks and make a just 
settlement with the Allies. 


Refers to No. 319: instructs to allude to 
references in Greek press to Constantinople, 
to express personal opinion of unfavourable 
effect on public opinion of approach of 
Greek troops to that city, and, in the 
event of not thus eliciting a forcible dis- 
claimer, to give emphatic warning that 
advance on Constantinople would not be 
tolerated by the Allies. 


Refers to No. 325: informs that on July 31 
Mr. Rattigan did his best to disabuse the 
Greek High Commissioner of the idea that 
H.M.G. while openly unable to approve 
would secretly favour Greek advance on 
Constantinople: adds that Greek High 
Commissioner asked whether materials 
under British control in Constantinople 
could be handed over to Greeks for repair- 
ing of Ismid Railway: expresses view that 
Greeks should use own resources for these 
repairs. 

Memo. submitted on Aug. 1 summarizing 
developments since the London proposals 
(March) and concluding that, in view of 
the intransigence of both Turks and 
Greeks, the moment is hardly one for inter- 
vention on the part of the Allies. 


Reports that in conversation with Hamid 
Bey and M.F.A. who asked for some 
indication of concessions Allies were 
prepared to make, he stated that, as 
London proposals (March) had been 
rejected, Treaty of Sévres would seem 
to be basis of Allied-Turkish relations: 
adds that he stated that Angora and 
Constantinople ought to agree about their 
desiderata, which should be reasonable and, 
in view of Greek military successes, realis- 
tic: concludes by saying that he has learned 
from reliable source that, if Izzet Pasha 
becomes Grand Vizier, Nationalists will 
fall in line with him. 

Informs of H.M.G.’s view that General 
Harington is in no way responsible to the 
High Commissioners but to the Allied 
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NO. AND NAME 


330 Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 435 


331 Sr H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 552 


332 To Sm H. Rumsotp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 471 


333 To Lorp HArRDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 454 
To Mr. KENNARD 
Rome 
Tel. No. 343 


334 Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 437 


DATE 


Aug. 3 


Aug. 4 


Aug. 4 


Aug. 4 


Aug. 4 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Govts. and instructs to review and report on 
question of General Harington’s status 
and, if possible, to clear up whole matter 
amicably on the spot in order to avoid 
necessity for taking it up at Parisand Rome. 

Note 1. Mr. Rattigan’s tel. No. 527 of 
July 22 stating that French and Italian 
High Commissioners have been informed 
by their Govts. that General Harington 
should be considered under direct autho- 
rity of the High Commissioners. 


Reports that M.F.A. issued démentit of 
press statements to effect that assurances 
had been given that H.M.G. would not 
object to Greek occupation of Constanti- 
nople: adds that he called M.F.A.’s atten- 
tion to interview given to press by Chief 
of Greek General Staff and to language 
held by Greek High Commissioner to Mr. 
Rattigan (see No. 326) and that, following 
unsatisfactory response, he informed him 
of his instructions (see No. 325) to give a 
clear warning that advance on Constanti- 
nople would involve conflict between Greek 
and Allied troops. 


Reports conversations with Grand Vizier 
and M.F.A. who made it clear that Con- 
stantinople Govt. could not watch with 
folded hands further developments of 
Greek struggle with Nationalists: and ex- 
presses view that Allied intervention would 
be premature, as Nationalists will only be 
amenable after another defeat, which, 
according to General Harington’s informa- 
tion, they are likely to suffer. 


Informs of H.M.G.’s views that (i) Greeks 
have right to seize Turkish vessels em- 
ployed in Kemalist belligerent interests 
(i1) prizes of Greek warships may pass the 
Straits, (ili) captured guns and persons 
may be conveyed through the Straits but 
must not cross neutral zone by land. 

Note 2. Constantinople tel. No. 545 of 
July jo reporting seizure of Turkish 
vessel by Greek warship. 


Instructs to represent to French and 
Italian Govts. that reports of Turkish 
excesses against Christians, especially in 
Pontus, indicate that Angora is pursuing 
policy of extermination and to urge those 
Govts. to instruct their representatives in 
Constantinople to join with the British 
representative in making known to Angora 
that negotiations are impossible until these 
excesses Cease. 


Reports that he protested to French 
Chargé d’Affaires, who admitted to 
having informed press correspondent of 
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341 


342 


343 


344 


345 


338 


339 


341 


342 


NO. AND NAME 


To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 459 

To Mr. KENNARD 
Rome 
Tel. No. 345 


To Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 235 


MARQUESS CURZON 
Foreign Office 


Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 442 


Sm H. RumpBoitp 
Constantinople 
No. 742 


Sm H. RumsBoitp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 565 


LorD GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 446 


To Sir H. Rumsoitp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 479 


DATE 


Aug. 5 


Aug. 6 


Aug. 6 


Aug. 8 


Aug. 9 


Aug. 10 


Aug. 10 


Aug. 10 


MAIN SUBJECT 


conversation with M.F.A. reported in 
No. 330: adds that one opposition news- 
paper published more or less correct state- 
ment of Allied views presumably from this 
source but rest of press continues to report 
that H.M.G. would not object to Greek 
occupation of Constantinople. 


Instructs to communicate to French and 
Italian Govts. the substance of No. 325 
and 330. 


Refers to No. 334: and instructs to insist to 
M.F.A. on publicity being given to Allied 
point of view. 

Letter to the Italian Ambassador enquir- 
ing whether, if Italian Govt. should 
withdraw warships from Adalia, they 
would entertain any objection to appear- 
ance of British warship at or near that 
place. 


Refers to No. 336 and reports that M.F.A. 
agreed to publish a statement making the 
Allied position clear. 


Reports that in private audience on Aug. 
6 he delivered H.M. The King’s message 
to the Sultan, who on being informed that 
Allies were awaiting the proper moment 
for intervention, stated that his Govt., 
having failed to get into contact with 
Angora, were sending Salih Pasha to 
get into touch with Kemalist agents in 
France and Italy. 


Refers to No. 321: reports that he had 
already addressed private letter to Grand 
Vizier who had replied that removal of 
men capable of bearing arms was neces- 
sitated by Greek bombardment and insur- 
rectionary movement in Pontus: adds that 
Mustafa Kemal had informed American 
High Commissioner that deportations 
were confined to those capable of bearing 


arms. 


Refers to No. 338, n. 3; transmits text 
of M.F.A.’s statement, which has been 
given wide publicity, to the effect that 
British Minister had declared in name of 
his Govt. that advance of Greek army on 
Constantinople would not be tolerated and 
would involve conflict with Allied troops. 


Refers to No. 318: informs that H.M.G. 
approve sales of stores and instructs to 
propose to Allied colleagues (i) that gold 
should be sold and proceeds retained for 
some future use, (ii) that, since control by 
Provisional Financial Commission would 


Ixx 


PAGE 


345 


345 


346 


346 


347 


348 


349 


349 


NO. AND NAME 


343 Sir H. RumsBoitp 
Constantinople 
Ne. 745 


344 To Sir H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 482 


345 To Sir H. Rumsoitp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 486 


346 Sm H. RumsBo_p 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 569 


DATE 


Aug. 10 


Aug. I! 


Aug. 12 


Aug. 12 


MAIN SUBJECT 


allow Turkish Govt. to shift responsi- 
bility on to Allies, nothing more should 
be done other than to urge Turkish Govt. 
to support reforms suggested by the Com- 
mission. 

Transmits copy of Memo. which was 
handed to M.F.A. and of which copies 
were sent to French and Italian High 
Commissions as basis for joint represen- 
tations concerning Christian prisoners: 
states that M.F.A. promised to make 
enquiries about these prisoners but added 
that he could take no action on reported 
deportation of 300 Greeks from Trebizond 
as he was not in communication with 
Angora Govt. 

Notes 1 and 3. Sir H. Rumbold’s tel. No. 
554 of Aug. 6 reporting that he had secured 
release of certain prisoners and stating 
that his colleagues had agreed to make 
representations. 


Authorizes to discuss No. 329 with French 
and Italian colleagues, stating that 
H.M.G. regard the view therein expressed 
as the only possible one if, as they certainly 
understand, Supreme Command was 
expressly conferred on General Harington 
to strengthen Allied front. 
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351 


Transmits summary of proceedings of 352 


morning sitting of Supreme Council on 
Aug. 10: it was agreed to continue strict 
neutrality, it being understood that denial 
of assistance by Govts. to either side in no 
way infringed rights of private firms to 
freedom of trade: the subject (raised by 
M. Briand) of the Greek naval base at 
Constantinople was dropped: it was 
agreed moment for intervention had not 
yet arrived: it was further agreed that (a) 
each power should use informal means to 
ascertain real intentions of the belligerents 
(5) to refer to military experts the question 
of what inter-allied forces would be 
necessary to guarantee the freedom of the 
Straits. 

Note 4. Paris tel. No. 589 of Aug. 10 from 
P.M. to Mr. Chamberlain transmitting 
resolution regarding neutrality and re- 
questing removal of existing embargo on 
supply of war materials to Greeks by 
private firms. 


Identic telegram from three Allied High 
Commissioners transmitting summary of 
proposals (see No. 318) contained in 
Provisional Financial © Commission’s 
Memo. of Aug. 4 and stating that unless 
the three Govts. see any objections High 
Commissioners propose to address note 
to Porte in sense of Commission’s Memo. 
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350 


351 


352 


353 


NO. AND NAME 


To Sir H. RumsBoitp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 488 


Sir H. RuMBoLp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 573 


To Sir H. RumBoitp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 490 

To Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 239 


To Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 240 


Sir H. RumBoip 
Constantinople 
No. 763 


Sm H. RumMBOLpD 
Constantinople 
No. 764 


Sir H. RumMBo_p 
Constantinople 
No. 767 


DATE 
Aug. 12 


Aug. 13 


Aug. 17 


Aug. 17 


Aug. 17 


Aug. 17 


Aug. 17 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Informs of H.M.G.’s view that as railway 
material requested by Greeks (see No. 
326) is not on prohibition list (see No. 130, 
n. 10) it would be of no advantage to 
refuse to sell it unless it were required by 
the principal allies and instructs to discuss 
this aspect with General Harington. 


Requests to authorize General Harington 
to negotiate exchange of remaining 
British prisoners for 24 remaining Turkish 
prisoners (see No. 104): points out that 
Nationalists may well insist on release of 
Turks detained in Malta in connection 
with massacres (see No. 279). 
Note 3. Lord Curzon’s tel. No. 489 

of Aug. 16 authorizing this proposal. 


Refers to No. 345 and instructs to report 
any reliable information as to the inten- 
tions of belligerents but not to approach 
the Turkish or Greek Govts. directly on 
the subject. 


Instructs to repeat with even greater 
emphasis the warning to the Greek Govt. 
concerning Constantinople (see Nos. 330 
and 338). 


Reports (i) changes in Constantinople 
Govt., who are now awaiting result of 
Greek advance of Aug. 14 towards Angora, 
(ii) obstructive attitude of Govt. with 
regard to financial reforms (see Nos. 346 
and 352), (ili) uselessness of discussions 
with Grand Vizier and M.F.A. 


States that H.M.G.’s objection (see No. 
342) to assumption of greater control by 
Provisional Financial Commission did 
not come as a surprise but points out that 
Turkish Govt. will not introduce financial 
reforms except under threat of being 
deprived of direct administration of the 
finances: adds that General Harington 
presses for punctual payment of gendar- 
merie, police, and priority services in the 
interests of security. 


Reports that when he made clear H.M.G.’s 
views respecting the Supreme Allied 
Command (see Nos. 329 and 344), French 
and Italian High Commissioners took 
exception saying that though General 
Harington was free to act on own initiative 
in purely military matters, he had, for ex- 
ample, no executive command over Inter- 
Allied Police, the Italian High Commis- 
sioner going so far as to say that High Com- 
missioners constituted a de facto Govt. and 
that the military power in every constitu- 
tional country is subordinate to the civil 


Ixxil 


PAGE 


354 


355 


355 


355 


356 


357 


359 


NO. AND NAME 


354 Mr. OsBorRNeE 
Foreign Office 


355 Sir E. Crowe 
Foreign Office 


356 To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
No. 2275 


357 Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 460 


DATE 


Aug. 18 


Aug. 18 


Aug. 19 


Aug. 20 


MAIN SUBJECT 


power: adds that (i) having contested Ita- 
lian representative's reasoning, he called on 
General Harington to : General 
Harington repudiated all idea of encroach- 
ing on duties of High Commissioners, (ii) 
that he himself then produced a formula 
which his colleagues accepted: concludes 
that his colleagues had been unfavourably 
impressed by General Harington’s own 
definition of his responsibilities but hopes 
that this impression has now been effaced. 

Note 4. Constantinople tel. No. 577 of 
Aug. 17 transmitting formula on General 
Harington’s position. 
Letter informing the Admiralty that Lord 
Curzon concurs in proposal of C.-in-C. 
Mediterranean to seize certain naval units 
which it is believed Russian authorities pro- 
pose to hand over to the Nationalists. 
Records conversation with M. Gennadios 
who stated that (i) he quite understood 
why he could not be received as Greek 
Minister in London, (ii) despite ae 
Constantine’s claim to have 
possession of crown since his accede: 
Greek Govt. had on several occasions 
declared they maintained all acts and 
engagements of King Alexander’s reign, 
(iii) he hoped a word might be said to 
Bank of England that H.M.G. had no 
objection to attempt of Greek National 
Bank to obtain bank’s credit for ordinary 
commercial p 

Note 8. Sir E. Crowe’s letter of Sept. 3 
to M. Gennadios explaining that Bank of 
England acted on their own responsibility 
in the normal course. 


Instructs to inform French Govt. of 
H.M.G.’s decision that Paris resolution 
(see No. 345, n. 4) must be taken to over- 
ride agreement (of July 1920) between 
H.M.G. and the French, Italian, Japanese, 
and Belgian Govts. to apply terms of Arms 
Traffic Convention, and of H.M.G.’s in- 
tention to issue licences for export to Greeks 
or Kemalists of all materials enumerated 
in a prohibition export list (see No. 130, 
n. 10). 

Notes 7 and & Agreement of French and 
Italian Govts. 


Reports that M.F.A. stated that Greek 
Govt. desired to have preliminary under- 
standing with H.M.G. before eventual 
settlement of Near East question by the 
Entente but, in view of experience last 
June (see No. 261), must await indication 
that M. Gounaris or M.F.A. would be 
welcome in London: suggests that time 
for conversation has come and requests 
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NO. AND NAME 


358 Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 462 


359 Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
No. 370 


360 Sir H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 586 


361 Sm H. RumBoip 
Constantinople 
No. 785 


362 Sir H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
No. 796 


DATE 


Aug. 20 


Aug. 22 


Aug. 23 


Aug. 24 


Aug. 24 


MAIN SUBJECT 


authority to give M. Gounaris a hint to that 
effect. 

Note 3. Lord Curzon’s tel. No. 247 
of Aug. 25 saying he would be glad to see 
M. Gounaris in London about the middle 
of October. 


Reports that Minister of War denies that 
Greek Govt. have called up any inhabi- 
tants in Anatolia other than Greek sub- 
jects but that many Ottoman Greeks 
have joined Greek Army as volunteers. 


Refers to No. 349 and reports he had 
already, before receiving it, conversed with 
M. Gounaris who stated (i) that question 
of Asia Minor frontier was a military one 
but he personally thought the less territory 
claimed the better, (ii) that Constantinople 
and Zone of Straits should be autonomous 
State under guarantee of Great Britain 
and Greece: adds that, as M. Baltatzis, to 
whom he communicated a copy of No. 
350, persisted in regarding warning about 
Constantinople as applying only to the 
present, he explained to him firmly that 
Constantinople was a world and not hel- 
lenic question: concludes by commenting 
that in view of possible revival of Russian 
claims opportunity should be taken to 
create in Zone of Straits an organism 
under international guarantees. 


Asks (1) whether only contraband on Pro- 
hibition Export List or also that in Decla- 
ration of London should be taken into 
consideration in deciding if ships captured 
by Greeks are lawful prizes, and (ii) how 
far relaxation of export prohibition (see 
No. 345) should affect attitude to contra- 
band in neutral zone. 


Reports that in conversation of Aug. 20 
with M.F.A., who stated that recent 
changes in Cabinet (see No. 351) had 
no political significance, he enquired 
whether Turkish Govt. meant to carry out 
recommendations of Provisional Financial 
Commission (see Nos. 346 and 3532), 
and pointed out necessity of return 
to 11% ad valorem tariff and demanded 
release of Christian prisoners (see No. 343). 


Reports that at their meeting on Aug. 12 
the three Allied High Commissioners 
decided to comply with General Haring- 
ton’s request that the Greek High Com- 
missioner should be notified of the orders 
issued by General Harington prohibiting 
armed individuals belonging to Greek 
and Nationalist forces from crossing 
boundary of Neutral Zone as defined on 
May 13 last (see No. 167). 
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369 


371 


NO. AND NAME 


To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
No. 2297 


To Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 244 


Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 474 


Mr. KENNARD 
Rome 
Tel. No. 354 


To Sm H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 501 


368 To Lorp HARDINGE 


Paris 
No. 2328 


369 Mr. OsBORNE 


Foreign Office 


DATE 
Aug. 24 


Aug. 25 


Aug. 27 


Aug. 28 


Aug. 28 


Aug. 29 


Aug. 29 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Instructs to inform French Govt. that in 
view of delay in the entry into force of 
Treaty of Sévres, H.M.G. regret they must 
withdraw proposal for enabling Provisional 
Financial Commission to utilise Turkish 
gold now being transferred from Vienna 
to London (see No. 52, n. 2). 


Refers to No. 358: requests text of pro- 
clamation referred to in No. 358, n. 1. 

Note 3. Lord Granville’s tel. No. 477 of 
Aug. 31 stating he can find no text in Offi- 
cial Journal in Athens but is making en- 
quiries whether there is an official journal 
published in Smyrna. 


Refers to No. 357, n. 3: states that M.F.A. 
on being informed of message to M. 
Gounaris asked what would happen if 
situation required earlier decision; re- 
quests to know whether he should inform 
French and Italian colleagues of invitation 
to M. Gounaris. 

Note 3, Lord Curzon’s tel. No. 254 
of Aug. 31 instructing to inform French 
and Italian representatives. 


Refers to No. 333 and reports that Italian 
Govt. consider terms of proposed repre- 
sentation unsuitable in view of policy of 
Allies of holding themselves completely 
free in regard to the two belligerents. 


Refers to No. 360: requests comments on 
H.M.G.’s view (i) that following decision 
of Supreme Council (see No. 345) Allies 
can no longer prevent military supplies 
reaching Nationalists or deny Greeks 
right of search and blockade, (ii) that no 
sale of surplus Govt. stores should take place 
either in Great Britain or Constantinople 
unless evidence is forthcoming that they 
will not reach belligerents, (iii) that 
neither Greek prizes nor questions of 
contraband concern Allied authorities in 
Constantinople. 


Instructs to communicate to M.F.A. copy 
of Constantinople despatch of July 27 (see 
No. 333, n. 2) and enclosures and to urge 
that instructions be sent to French High 
Commissioner at Constantinople to 
associate himself with his colleagues in 
informing Angora Govt. that no negotia- 
tions are possible until excesses cease. 


Letter to the War Office replying to enquiry 
concerning P.M.’s statement that Treaty 
of Sévres had been torn up and stating 
that in Lord Curzon’s opinion there can 
be no question of annulment of the Treaty 
and that it will form basis of an eventual 
settlement subject to such modifications 
as Circumstances may dictate. 
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370 
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374 


375 


NO. AND NAME 


Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 478 


Sm H. RumpBoitp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 593 


Mr. KENNARD 
Rome 
Tel. No. 373 


Mr. OsBoRNE 
Foreign Office 


Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 480 


Sr H. RumBo.tp 
Constantinople 
No. 820 


DATE 
Aug. 3! 


Aug. 3! 


Aug. 3! 


Aug. 3! 


Sept. 2 


Sept. 5 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Refers to No. 367 and asks whether in 
view of Allied resolution (see No. 345), it 
would not be fair to warn Greeks that 
British vessels may now be carrying contra- 
band and to absolve them from their 
promise (see No. 152) not to search 
British ships. 

Refers to No. 367: comments (i) that todeny 
Greek right of search and blockade would 
invalidate H.M.G.’s right in these respects 
on some future occasion, but if French and 
Italians oppose search by Greeks effect 
will be that supplies to Nationalists will 
be conveyed in French and Italian bottoms 
and Nationalists will be confirmed in belief 
that H.M.G. are favouring the Greeks, (11) 
Greeks should not have right to search 
British ships in Sea of Marmara which can 
be said to be territorial waters under 
British control, (iii) Greeks should an- 
nounce beforehand passages of their 
prizes through Bosphorus to admit of 
verification of cargo by Inter-Allied Com- 
mission, (iv) Greeks should be warned not 
to abuse right of search, (v) no arms for 
Greeks and Nationalists should be con- 
signed to Constantinople. 


Refers to No. 366: instructs to point out to 
Italian Govt. that proposed representation 
will strengthen and not hamper ultimate 
Allied intervention and to urge issue of 
necessary instructions without delay. 

Note 2. Mr. Kennard’s tel. No. 379 of 
Sept. 13 reporting that M.F.A. had stated 
that instructions had been sent to Italian 
Ambassador at Constantinople. 


Letter to the War Office informing that 
Lord Curzon agrees with three of General 
Harington’s assumptions regarding Anato- 
lian railways but proposes to wait for reply 
(see No. 371) to No. 367 before expressing 
final opinion on assumption that no use 
will be made of railway material now in 
Allied hands to assist either belligerent. 

Note 1. Extract from War Office letter of 
Aug. 23 summarizing General Harington’s 
tel. No. 752 of August g regarding the 
Anatolian Railways. 


Refers to No. 364, n. 3: transmits Smyrna 
tel. reporting that official notices concern- 
ing call up appear in all newspapers, that 
these are vaguely worded, and that military 
authorities interpret them as being applic- 
able to Ottoman subjects. 


Refers to No. 321: transmits copy of tel. 
addressed to Nationalist M.F.A. and 
regrets delay which was due to difficulty 
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375 


376 


377 


378 


378 


379 


NO. AND NAME 


376 To Lorp HarpbDINGcE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 502 
To Mr. KENNARD 
Rome 
Tel. No. 382 


377 To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 503 
To Mr. KENNARD 
Rome 
Tel. No. 383 


378 To Sir H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 512 


379 Mr. Hopcson 
Moscow 
No. 293 


DATE 


Sept. 6 


Sept. 6 


Sept. 6 


Sept. 6 


MAIN SUBJECT 


in obtaining unanimity as to text and in 
endeavouring, without success, to induce 
United States High Commissioner to 
join in proposed representations. 

Encl. Tel. of High Commissioners 
addressed to Nationalist M.F.A. 


Instructs to obtain concurrence of French 
and Italian Govts. in H.M.G.’s proposal 
to communicate to Turkish and Greek 
Govts. the following: (i) Allied firms are 
free to sell and Allied ships to transport 
military supplies to either belligerent at 
their own risk, (ii) nosale should be allowed 
of surplus stock of war material in Constan- 
tinople or in any Allied country unless evi- 
dence is forthcoming that it will not reach 
belligerents, (iii) Greek belligerent right of 
blockade and of search for and seizure of 
contraband should be admitted, the ques- 
tions of contraband and of Greek prizes 
being of no concern of the Allied authorities 
at Constantinople, (iv) Greeks should be 
warned against abuse of right of search 
and seizure. 


Refers to No. 376 and instructs to point 
out to French and Italian Govts. impor- 
tance of unanimous interpretation of en- 
forcement of neutrality by Allies, explaining 
that Allied naval practice during the war 
commits Allies to recognition of Greek 
right of search and doctrine of continuous 
voyage, which enables Greeks to stop con- 
signment of material to Constantinople for 
eventual transmission to belligerents, it 
being hoped, however, that this interfer- 
ence will be reduced to a minimun by the 
prevention of all consignment of war 
material to Constantinople by Allied or 
neutral subjects. 


Refers to No. 371: states H.M.G.’s view 
that since technically the Marmara is 
open sea no exemption from search can 
be claimed and that no useful purpose 
would be served by Allied examination of 
Greek prizes: adds that it is for General 
Harington to prohibit consignment of war 
material to Constantinople in the interests 
of security but that no action on these lines 
should be taken until French and Italian 
agreement has been received (see Nos. 


376 and 377). 


Reports that at a second interview with 
the Angora Ambassador in Moscow, when 
M. Chicherin was not present, Ali Fuad 
Pasha spoke with less restraint and handed 
over a memorandum complaining of the 
unjust treatment of Turkey since the armis- 
tice, of the hostility of Great Britain, and 
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380 


381 


382 


383 


383 


NO. AND NAME 


380 Sm H. Rumso.tp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 605 


381 Sm H. RumsBoitp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 607 


382 Sm H. Rumsoitp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 613 


383 Sm H. Rumspoitp 
Constantinople 
No. 852 


384 Mr. Forses ADAM 
_ Foreign Office 


DATE 


Sept. 11 


Sept. 13 


Sept. 15 


Sept. 15 


Sept. 19 


MAIN SUBJECT 


of the Greeks as instruments of the Allied 
Govts., and denying that Russia had 
supplied the Nationalist forces. 


Reports meeting of Allied High Com- 
missioners and Generals to whom General 
Harington submitted a draft of proclama- 
tion to be issued in the event of domiciliary 
visits proving the existence of a plot: adds 
that domiciliary visits yielded nothing but 
that General Harington will officially ask 
High Commissioners to forward informa- 
tion in his possession to the Turkish Govt. 


Reports that when Allied High Com- 
missioners met to consider General 
Harington’s proposed communication to 
the Turkish Govt. (see No. 380), the 
French and Italian High Commissioners, 
though sceptical of some of evidence 
in General Harington’s possession, ex- 
pressed view that it would be better for 
Allied police to arrest persons named 
therein, but that when General Harington 
pointed out that Allied police could not 
lay their hands on implicated persons they 
agreed to his proposed communication 
provided it were modified and addressed 
to Turkish Minister of War. 


Refers to report from Malta that 16 
Turkish prisoners had escaped and 
suggests, in view of this changed situation, 
that new proposals for an all for all 
exchange of prisoners (except for cight 
Turks accused of cruelty to British prisoners 
of war) should now be made to the 
Nationalists (cf. No. 348). 

Note 3. Lord Curzon’s tel. No. 525 of 
Sept. 19 authorizing ‘all for all’ exchange 
provided British prisoners are released 
before the winter. 


Transmits text of a communication of 
Sept. 4 from Nationalist M.F.A. and copy 
of Admiral de Robeck’s letter of Sept. 12 
and requests authority to refute, without 
reference to other High Commissioners, 
allegations of unneutral proceedings of 
two British torpedo-boat destroyers and 
ignore that part of Nationalist communica- 
tion referring to use of Constantinople by 
Greek warships 

Note 2. Admiral de Robeck’s letter of 
Sept. 12 reporting on action of British 
destroyers. 


Letter to Under-Secretary of State, India 
Office, expressing view that any private 
trader supplying arms to Kemalists would 
not be liable to prosecution for trading 
with the enemy and would be free to raise 
loans in the London market, but adding 
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385 To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 


Tel. No. 523 


386 Sm H. Rusmspoitp 
Constantinople 
No. 864 


387 Sm H. Rumpotp 
Constantinople 
No. 867 


388 Sm H. RumsBoip 
Constantinople 
No. 869 


389 Sm H. RumsBotp 
Constantinople 
No. 875 


390 Mr. OLIPHANT 
Foreign Office 


DATE 


Sept. 20 


Sept. 20 


Sept. 20 


Sept. 20 


Sept. 21 


Sept. 21 


MAIN SUBJECT 

that it is for the Indian Govt. to decide 
whether steps should be taken to stop the 
raising of a proposed loan in India. 


Instructs to inform French Govt. that their 
claim, put forward in their Note of Sept. 16, 
to give French private citizens supplying 
arms to the Near East the protection of the 
French flag is unacceptable since it would 
violate rules of international law and create 
an awkward precedent (cf. No. 377). 


Refers to No. 343: reports that Izzet 
Pasha had stated that 70 Christian pri- 
soners had been released and proposes he 
should press for release of such of the 
remainder as to whose guilt there is insuf- 
ficient evidence. 


Reports that General Harington has in- 
formed Turkish authorities that he is 
prepared to rescind time limit for arrest of 
persons involved in plot (see Nos. 380 and 
381) provided search is actively continued 
and similar organizations are prohibited: 
this action has averted Cabinet crisis: adds 
(i) that French and Italians are inclined to 
believe that the plot was trumped up by 
the British authorities, (ii) that rejoicings 
over Greek retreat from the Sakaria river 
have overshadowed alarm caused by plot. 


Reports that M. Franklin-Bouillon had 
left Constantinople on Sept. 15 for Ineboli: 
adds that a confidential report alleges that 
there are secret clauses in the Cilician 
agreement (see No. 56, n. 3) to the effect 
that the French would leave Kemalists 
military equipment for two divisions and 
allow them use of section of Bagdad rail- 
way towards Mosul in event of hostilities 
with King Feisal. 

Refers to No. 375 and transmits text of 
Nationalists’ reply which (i) states that 
measures taken in Black Sea districts were 
called for owing to existence of Greek 
secret societies, of Greek armed bands, and 
possibility of landing by Greek forces, and 
(ii) adds that Near East will only be paci- 
fied by restoration of Smyrna and Thrace 
to Turkey. 


Letter to War Office expressing Lord 
Curzon’s view that armistice should be re- 
garded as theoretically in force in Kemalist 
areas except where a particular provision 
has been suspended by decision of Supreme 
Council (see No. 345): that waters of the 
Straits and the Sea of Marmara should 
not be closed by Allied action; and that 
contemplated delivery of warships by 
Soviet Govt. to Kemalists raises, in view 
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NO. AND NAME 


391 Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 503 


392 Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 


No. 442 


393 Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 


Tel. No. 513 


394 To Sm H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 539 


395 Sm H. Rumpoip 
Constantinople 
No. 892 


396 Sm H. Rumsoitp 
Constantinople 
No. 897 


397 Sm E. Crowe 
Foreign Office 


DATE 


Sept. 22 


Sept. 23 


Sept. 26 


Sept. 27 


Sept. 27 


Sept. 28 


Sept. 29 


MAIN SUBJECT 


of Anglo-Russian Trade Agreement of 
Mar. 16, 1921, a difficult legal question. 

Notes 5 and 7. Extracts from War 
Office letter O 1582/5840 (M.I. 2) of 
Sept. 1. 


Refers to No. 385, n. 6 and reports that 
Italian and French Ministers had pro- 
tested to Greek Govt. against stoppage of 
vessels 


Discusses reports on the military situation: 
expresses his agreement with view of 
Italian Minister and of M. Taigny that 
Greek defeat would be serious for the 
Entente and advocates that H.M.G. should 
render Greece moral and material assis- 
tance (cf. No. 207). 


Reports that he unofficially expressed to 
M.F.A. agreement with his arguments in 
favour of Greek right of search and that, 
having advised him to send appropriate 
instructions to Greek representatives in 
London, Paris, and Rome, he undertook 
to telegraph his views to H.M.G. adding 
that it might help if Greek authorities could 
give assurance that they would be careful 
and moderate in exercising right of search 
and if they refrained from stopping ships 
on high seas. 


Informs that in last resort the eight 
Turkish prisoners mentioned in No. 382 
should be released unconditionally in 
order to obtain release of British prisoners 
before the winter. 


Transmits Greek intelligence report con- 
cerning activities of M. Hermitte, M. 
Briand’s private secretary, and reports 
conversation with M. Chambrun who ex- 
pressed view that he hoped H.M.G. would 
not turn Constantinople into a second 
Egypt: adds that French are out to counter- 
act British influence, that Turks will use 
them for what they can get out of them 
but in the last resort will tend to rely on 
England. 


Reports speech of Sept. 19 of Mustafa 
Kemal Pasha stating army would fight 
for national frontiers, which, according 
to statements made by Turks of all parties, 
include Smyrna and Thrace: adds that 
members of Tewfik Cabinet have spoken 
of need for economic independence and 
abolition of the Capitulations. 


Record of a conversation with French 
Ambassador concerning (i) termination 
of customs sanction on the Rhine, (11) 
General Harington’s action in dealing 
with plot in Constantinople (see Nos. 380, 
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NO. AND NAME 


398 To Lorp HArpDINGE 
Paris 
No. 2567 


399 Sm H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 645 


400 Marguess Curzon 
Foreign Office 


401 Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 524 


402 Sm M. CHEETHAM 
Tel. No. 726 


43 Sm G. BuCHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 411 


I, XVII 


DATE 


Sept. 30 


Oct. 3 


Oct. 3 


Oct. 5 


Oct. 5 


Oct. 6 


MAIN SUBJECT 
381, 387), (iii) M. Gounaris’s proposed 
visit to London, (iv) Jaffa—Jerusalem 
railway, (v) the Suez Canal, (vi) Albania, 
(vii) Tangier. 


Transmits copy of No. 388 and instructs 
to remind M. Briand of his statement of 
June 19 and of his assurance that no 
general engagement would be entered into 
by French Govt. without agreement of the 
Allies, and to ask him to explain scope of 
M. Franklin-Bouillon’s mission to Angora. 


Reports that Hamid Bey accepted new 
proposals (see No. 394) concerning ex- 
change of prisoners subject to concurrence 
of Nationalist Govt. 


Note to the Italian Ambassador in reply 
to Italian Note of July 11 (i) expressing 
appreciation of favourable attitude of 
Italian Govt. towards question of General 
Harington’s supreme command, (ii) 
regretting that H.M.G. are unable to agree 
to rotation of posts in military sub- 
commissioners, (ili) agreeing in principle 
to creation of, and allocation of Italian na- 
tional to, post of liaison officer between 
Turkish ministeries and Financial Com- 
mission for purpose of mutual agreement 
on concessions but declining to agree 
assignment to an Italian of mandate of 
control over all concession contracts. 


Reports that M. Sterghiades stated that 
administration of “Treaty of Sévres Zone’ 
would continue as before and that in rest 
of occupied territory he was appointing 
Greek controllers while leaving Ottoman 
officials in charge of their various functions; 
adds that though M. Sterghiades seemed 
optimistic he urged necessity of speedy 
settlement. 


Refers to No. 398 and reports M. Briand’s 
statements (i) that M. Franklin-Bouillon 
though forbidden to discuss general 
settlement has been empowered to negoti- 
ate on questions of French prisoners, 
minorities in Cilicia and evacuation of 
French troops, (ii) that M. Franklin- 
Bouillon had found Mustafa Kemal’s 
pretensions were less exaggerated than 
those of his entourage. 


Reports receipt of Note from M.F.A. in 
reply to British proposals (see No. 385, 
n. 6) stating that Italian Govt. (i) agree 
that Allied firms and individuals are free 
to transport military material to Greeks 
and Kemalists and that sale of Allied 
stocks be prohibited if it cannot be proved 
they will not reach belligerents, (ii) regret, 
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404 To Lorp GRANVILLE Oct. 7 
Athens 
Tel. No. 280 


405 Marquess Curzon Oct. 7 
Foreign Office 


406 Sm H. Rumsotp Oct. 8 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 658 


407 Sm E. Crowe Oct. 13 
Foreign Office 


408 Lorp GRANVILLE Oct. 14 
Athens 
Tel. No. 535 


409 ToSmM. CueetHam 9 = Oct. 14 
Paris 
No. 585 
To Sm G. BucHANAN 
No. 857 


MAIN SUBJECT 

however, they cannot recognize Greek 
rights of blockade, visit, and search, (iii) 
call attention to special situation of those 
territorial waters of Anatolia which are 
under Italian control, (iv) point out that 
prevention of trans-shipment at Constanti- 
nople of war material would be unnecessary 
if belligerent rights of visit and seizure 
were not recognized. 


PAGE 


Informs that in view of instability of 420 


political situation in Greece it would be 
advisable for M. Gounaris to postpone visit 
to England (see No. 357) and visit Rome 
and Paris before visiting London. 


Memo. commenting on Mr. Churchill’s 
and Mr. Montagu’s Memoranda of Sept. 
26, reviewing the development of the 
question of the Near East and concluding 
that (i) early effort should be made to 
ascertain bases on which mediation can 
take place with prospect of success, (ii) as 
soon as bases have been determined a 
meeting of the Supreme Council should 
draw up proposed revision of the Treaty 
of Sévres, (iii) Greeks and Turks should be 
summoned to receive the revised con- 
ditions. 

Reports that Allied High Commissioners 
have informed Turkish Govt. that decree 
of Sept 13 (see No. 361, n. 7) cannot be 
accepted in present form and have stipu- 
lated conditions to be fulfilled before they 
can approve the return to the ad valorem 
customs system. 


Record of conversation with M. Venizelos 
who stated that (i) Anglo-French under- 
standing was a first desideratum, (ii) 
England must side with France by declar- 

ing against King Constantine, (iii) though 
aware of pro-Turkish sentiment in France 
and England, enmity of Turks to Western 
Powers would not be abated by concessions 
at expense of Greece. 


Reports that M. Gounaris and M. Baltatzis 
are leaving for Paris on Sunday, Oct. 16, 
and requests to know whether they will 
have time to go to Rome before seeing 
P.M. in London. 


Instructs to address further urgent notes 
to French and Italian Govts. expressing 
H.M.G.’s serious concern that those Govts. 
decline to recognize Greek right of visit, 
seizure and blockade, and stating that 
exercise of right of visit necessarily follows 
from admission of neutral trade in war 
material. 
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410 


411 


412 


413 


414 


415 


416 


417 


NO. AND NAME 


To Sm G. BucHANAN 
Rome 
No. 858 


To SIR M. CHEETHAM 


is 
Tel. No. 586 


Sm H. RumsBoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 677 


Sm H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
No. 949 


Sm H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
No. 952 


To Sm H. RumsBoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 567 


Lorp GRANVILLE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 548 


Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 776 


418 Lorp HARDINGE 


Paris 
Tel. No. 777 


DATE 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Oct. 


14 


15 


. 15 


21 


2! 


Oct. 21 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Refers to No. 409 and states that Italian 
argument in No. 403 is not understood. 


Refers to No. 409 and instructs to obtain 
French Govt.’s concurrence in H.M.G.’s 
proposal (see No. 377) that no war 
material for either belligerent should be 
consigned to Constantinople. 


Identic tel. of three Allied High Commis- 
sioners to their Govts. transmitting protest 
of Turkish Govt. against application of 
Greek laws in occupied districts of Asia 
Minor and request for energetic represen- 
tations to Greek Govt. (cf. No. 401). 


Reports (i) his conversations with Locum 
Tenens of Greek Patriarchate who com- 
plained of executions of Ottoman Greek 
subjects at Samsun, (ii) his representations 
to Hamid Bey to urge Angora to stop these 
executions. 


Transmits copies of two notes, left by the 
Japanese High Commissioner, from the 
Govts. of Constantinople and Angora stat- 
ing conditions on which they were prepared 
to cease anti-British political movements: 
adds that he explained to M. Uchida that 
National Pact included restoration to 
Turkey of E. Thrace, a demand to which 
H.M.G. were unlikely to agree. 


Refers to No. 412 and states that informa- 
tion from Greek sources would suggest 
that Turkish protest lacks foundation. 


Expresses view that relinquishment of 
Asia Minor will lead to fall of Greek Govt. 
and probably of the King, and also to 
increase of Kemal’s pretentions which could 
not be checked if Greece collapsed. 


Reports M. Briand’s account of his conver- 
sations with M. Gounaris and M. Baltatzis: 
M. Briand advised them, in view of 
Yugoslav and Bulgarian aspirations, to 
concentrate on their power nearer home. 
Reports further that when he stated 
H.M.G.’s opinion that Greece should not 
be asked to make sacrifices in Thrace, 
M. Briand replied that French view was 
open to modification provided Constanti- 
nople were safeguarded: adds that M. 
Briand did not favour steps to force King 
Constantine to abdicate. 


Reports that M. Gounaris in a conversation 
with M. Briand stated that he did not 
insist on right of search of French vessels 
but trusted that French Govt. would do all 
in their power to prevent export of arms 
to Turkey. 
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NO. AND NAME DATE 


419 Sm H. Rumpoitp Oct. 21 
Constantinople 
No. 970 


420 Sm G. BuCHANAN Oct. 22 
Rome 
Tel. No. 434 


421 Sm E. Crowe Oct. 24 
Foreign Office 


422 Sm H. Rumsoip Oct. 25 
Constantinople 
No. 986 


423 Lorp HarDINGE Oct. 27 
Paris 


Tel. No. 806 


424 Lorp HarpincEe Oct. 27 
Paris 
Tel. No. 805 


425 Meetincs BETWEEN Oct. 27 
MArQqueEss CuRZON AND 
GREEK REPRESENTATIVES 
In LONDON, 12 noon 
and 4 p.m. 


MAIN SUBJECT 
Reports (i) that Turkish Govt. have 
replied to conditions demanded by Allied 
High Commissioners (see No. 406), (ii) that 
Allied High Commissioners refused Turkish 
request that period of grace during which 
goods may be cleared under former tariff 
be reduced from one month to a fortnight. 


Refers to Nos. 409 and 410 and reports 
that M.F.A. maintained that situation 
was so abnormal that it was impossible to 
apply rules observed in regular war. 


Records that in conversation with M. 
Gennadios, who asked how he could best 
fulfil Greek Govt.’s request to render 
assistance to M. Gounaris in London and 
what were the views of H.M.G., he replied 
(i) that Allied Govts. expected to hear what 
M. Gounaris had to say, (ii) that Greek 
Govt. should refrain from any attempt to 
work with one Ally against the others, (iii) 
that it would be in the Greek interest 
not to insist on complete realization of 
every single provision of the Treaty of 
Sévres. 


Reports that Mr. Matthews, while waiting 
for a document relating to an all for all 
exchange of prisoners to be signed, 
was given certain details by Hamid 
Bey of the agreement signed by M. 
Franklin-Bouillon with the Angora Govt. 
(see No. 423, below): Hamid Bey added 
(i) that it had taken Mustafa Kemal 
two days to induce the National Assembly 
to approve the agreement, (ii) that no pri- 
vileges had been granted to France to which 
other States could take exception. 


Reports that M. Briand had stated he 
would communicate at once a copy 
of the Franco-Angora Agreement of Oct. 
20, 1921, adding that this agreement 
followed with slight modifications the text 
of the London Agreement (see No. 63, n. 2). 


Reports that M. Briand had stated that 
in his second interview with M. Gounaris 
he had spoken in stronger terms than at the 
first (see Nos. 417 and 418) and had pointed 
out that Greece could not expect to enjoy 
all the advantages of victory of the Allies 
as during crucial period of war Greece was 
not only neutral but a source of anxiety to 
Allies: adds that M. Briand expressed hope 
that Lord Curzon would force Greece to 
come to terms with Turkey. 


M. Gounaris’s conversations with M. 
Briand (cf. Nos. 417, 418, 425): Lord 
Curzon’s review of previous negotiations, 
reiteration of necessity for both Greeks and 
Turks to place themselves in Allied hands, 
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452 


452 


431 


433 To Sm G. Bucuanan’ Nov. 5 


NO. AND NAME DATE 
To Sm H. Rumsoip Oct. 29 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 579 
MEETING BETWEEN Oct. 29 


Marquess CurzON AND 
GREEK REPRESENTATIVES 
IN LONDON, 11.30 a.m. 


Sm G. BuCHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 445 


Sm H. RumBoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 702 


To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 650 

To Sm G. BucHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 465 


MEETING BETWEEN 
MAarQurss CURZON AND 
GREEK REPRESENTATIVES, 
IN LONDON, 12.30 p.m. 


To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
No. 2863 


Rome 
Tel. No. 468 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


MAIN SUBJECT 


advice to M. Gounaris to accept Paris 
proposals (see Vol. XV, chap. V) with 
regard to Smyrna. 


Refers to No. 414: expresses view that 
activities of Japanese High Commissioner 
are becomming dangerous and instructs to 
keep him quiet in future. 

M. Gounaris reported that he had coun- 
selled his Govt. to accept advice tendered 
by Lord Curzon (see No. 425) and said 
that he would ask for a further meeting as 
soon as answer had been received from 
Athens. 


Refers to No. 427, n. 3, and reports that 
M.F.A. stated he shared H.M.G.’s views. 


Reports information from good source 
that Franco-Angora Agreement provides 
that Commandant Sarrau shall exercise, as 
Inspector-General, control of gendarmerie 
for the whole of Turkey and that great 
exception has been taken to this by French 
High Commissioner and by General 
Filonneau who was designated as president 
of sub-committee of gendarmerie (see No. 
245). 

Refers to No. 427, n. 3: informs that Greek 
Govt. have accepted H.M.G.’s suggestions 
(see No. 431, below) and that Greek 
Ministers have promised a Memorandum 
copies of which will be forwarded to 
French and Italian Govts. 


M. Gounaris reported that Greek Govt. 
accepted Lord Curzon’s suggestions (see 
No. 425) and stated his intention to submit 
Memo. at early date. 


Informs of Lord Curzon’s conversation 
with the French Ambassador whose atten- 
tion was drawn to French statements con- 
cerning M. Franklin-Bouillon’s activities 
and to whom Lord Curzon indicated the 
general points of a Memo. on the Franco- 
Angora Agreement of Oct. 20 (see No. 423, 
n. 3) which it was intended to hand to him 
for transmission to his Govt., the principal 
points being conflict of Art. 3 with Tri- 
partite Agreement, Art. 6 with minorities 
agreements, Art. 8 with French mandate 
for Syria and the implication in the corre- 
spondence accompanying the draft of 
treaty that the Angora Govt. expected a 
large measure of support from the French 
Govt. in matters other than of local con- 
cern. 


Instructs to draw attention of Italian Govt. 
to Italian Ambassador’s assurance that 
Signor Tuozzi (see No. 231) would find 
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NO. AND NAME 


434 To Sm G. BucHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 472 


435 Sm G. BucHANAN 
Rome 
No. 450 


436 To Sm G. BucHANAN 
Rome 
No. 95! 


437 Sm H. RumsBotp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 714 


438 To Lorp Harpince 
Paris 
Tel. No. 663 


DATE 


Nov. 8 


Nov. 8 


Nov. 8 


Nov. 9 


Nov. 9 


MAIN SUBJECT 


out exact position of various parties at 
Angora and that H.M.G. would be fully 
informed of all that he reported and to 
state that rumours are reaching H.M.G. 
to effect that Signor Tuozzi is following the 
example of M. Franklin-Bouillon who has 
made a separate treaty which appears to 
go far beyond a local arrangement (see No. 
432). 
Instructs to take Italian Govt. into full 
confidence and invite their cordial co- 
operation in H.M.G.’s attitude to the 
Franco-Angora agreement of Oct. 20 (see 
No. 423, n. 2) which appears to infringe 
Tripartite Agreement (see No. 17, n. 4), 
to be a treaty concluded with an enemy by 
one of the Allies and to be tantamount to 
recognition of Angora National Assembly 
as Govt. of Turkey. 

Note 5. Rome tels. No. 452 of Nov. 10 
and No. 457 of Nov. 12 reporting action 
taken. 


Reports that (i) M.F.A. on being informed 
of substance of No. 433 denied that Signor 
Tuozzi was negotiating separate treaty 
with Angora, (ii) M.F.A. stated he was not 
sufficiently informed of French agreement 
(see No. 423, n. 2) to be able to express an 
opinion. 


Informs of conversation with Italian 
Ambassador to whom Lord Curzon gave an 
account of his recent interview with the 
French Ambassador (see No. 432), asking 
whether he might rely on Italian support 
and pointing out the serious effect the 
Franco-Angora Treaty (see No. 423, n. 2) 
might have on common Allied policy in 
Near East: adds that Italian Ambassador 
expressed hope that once Turkish question 
was settled Great Britain and Italy would 
resume close relations in the E. Mediter- 
ranean. 


Reports (i) that press has published 
statement that French Govt. have ratified 
the Franco-Angora Agreement (see No. 
423, 0. 2), (ii) that Agreement seems to 
have been concluded over General Pellé’s 
head, (iii) that text as communicated by 
General Pellé does not contain clauses 
relating to gendarmerie or oil concessions 
in Mosul (cf. No. 429), (iv) that Nation- 
alists, who are greatly elated, will now take 
stand on the National Pact. 

Informs that rumour that Commandant 
Sarrau claims appointment as Inspector- 
General of Ottoman Gendarmerie has been 
corroborated from French sources in Con- 
stantinople, and instructs to make clear to 
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NO. AND NAME 


Sm H. RumsBoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 722 


Sm H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 723 


Sm H. Rumsoitp 


Constantinople 
Tel. No. 724 


Sm G. BuCHANAN 
Rome 
Tel. No. 465 


To Sm G. BuCHANAN 


Rome 
Tel. No. 483 


DATE 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


10 


12 


15 


MAIN SUBJECT 


French Govt. the views of H.M.G. and to 
obtain a repudiation of Commandant 
Sarrau’s claim and specific denial of 
existence of understanding with Angora 
regarding Turkish gendarmerie. 

Note 8. French note of Nov. 14 denying 
agreement concerning the gendarmerie 
and denying the nomination of Comman- 
dant Sarrau. 


Reports that General Harington agrees 
that danger to Allied position in Con- 
stantinople is not immediate : expresses view 
that Franco-Kemalist agreement will make 
it impossible for the French to participate 
in energetic measures against Nationalists 
should need arise. 


Reports that message from Angora on 
question of Inter-Allied Commission of 
Control and Organization indicates 
claim that Angora is sole Govt. of Turkey 
and that Treaty of Sévres is completely 
obsolete: adds that separate French and 
Italian action encourages Angora and is 
prejudicial to mediation. 


Reports that Italian High Commissioner 
stated that (i) Franco-Kemalist Agree- 
ment had greatly weakened position of the 
Allies, (11) Signor Tuozzi had informed 
Nationalists of his instructions not to con- 
clude any political or economic agreement: 
and asked whether H.M.G. could not now 
send an official to Angora to try to get 
Nationalists to come to a conference. 


Refers to No. 441 and expresses view that 
as Nationalists are in an intractable frame 
of mind and Izzet Pasha states that Con- 
stantinople is unable to influence Angora, 
as, moreover, it would be unwise to leave 
approach to Angora solely in hands of the 
French and Italians or to employ un- 
official agents, the least objectionable way 
to attempt to get in touch with Angora 
would be through Hamid Bey. 


Reports that M.F.A. had stated that (i) 
Bekir Sami Bey expressed view that 
policy of his Govt. was the same as at Lon- 
don Conference, (ii) Signor Tuozzi had 
been informed he would be recalled if he 
did anything to compromise Italian Govt. 


Refers to No. 443, n. 1, and instructs to 
express gratitude to M.F.A. while at the 
same time pointing out that at Paris discus- 
sions in June M. Briand had agreed with 
Lord Curzon that, though there was 
no hope of maintaining Tripartite Agree- 
ment inviolate, it might be possible to 
preserve its substance in another form. 


] s 


PAGE 


472 


473 


474 


475 


478 


479 


NO. AND NAME 


445 Mr. KENNARD 


Rome 
Tel. No. 476 


446 Lorp HARDINGE 


447 


Paris 
No. 3192 


Sir E. Crowe 
Foreign Office 


448 Sir H. Rumsoip 


Constantinople 
Tel. unnumbered 


449 MEETING BETWEEN 
MaArQueEss CuRZON AND 
GREEK REPRESENTATIVES 


451 


452 


IN LONDON, 11.30 a.m. 


To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 679 

To Mr. KENNARD 
Rome 


Tel. No. 486 


To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 682 

To Mr. KENNARD 
Rome 
Tel. No. 487 


Sm E. Crowe 
Foreign Office 


DATE 
Nov. 17 


Nov. 17 


Nov. 18 


Nov. 19 


Nov. 19 


Nov. 19 


Nov. 21 


Nov. 21 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Reports communication of No. 444 to 
M.F.A. who expressed hope that terms 
of Tripartite Agreement would be main- 
tained as between Allies and stated that 
Signor Tuozzi had reported arrogant tone 
of Kemailists since conclusion of agreement 
with France. 


Refers to No. 427, n. 3, and No. 430 and 
transmits copy of French reply of Nov. 16 
which states that French Govt. before 
taking decision will await receipt of Greek 
Memo. (see No. 430, n. 5). 


Records conversation with the French 
Chargé d’Affaires who (i) handed formal 
French reply dated Nov. 17 to British note 
of Nov. 5, (ii) spoke of determination of 
French Govt. to uphold the Entente, and 
(iii) read two telegrams, the one purporting 
to show provisions made by French authori- 
ties for the safety of non-Moslems in 
Cilicia, the other reporting that express 
instructions had been sent to General 
Gouraud enjoining him to see that no war 
materials reached the Kemalists. 


Refers to No. 442 and suggests that he 
should utilize Bekir Sami Bey as messen- 
ger for an approach to the Nationalists. 


Lord Curzon asked M. Gounaris 
whether Greek Memorandum of Novem- 
ber 12 (see No. 430, n. 5) implied an 
attempt to recede from his former position 
since it claimed that (i) Smyrna régime 
should be extended to N. and NE., (ii) 
new régime should be guaranteed by pres- 
ence of Greek Army, (iii) Greek army 
should look after interests of Christian 
elements: M. Gounaris replied that Greek 
Govt. did not modify their previous declara- 
tion but they thought it their duty to let 
Allies know important questions that 
would arise in connection with settlement 
of Asia Minor. 


Refers to No. 430: summarizes Greek 
Note of Nov. 12 (see No. 430, n. § and No. 
449), and instructs to inform French and 
Italians accordingly. 

Notes 4 and 5. Minutes referring to the 
interpretation of the Greek Note. 


Refers to No. 450 and transmits substance 
of No. 449, adding that interview with 
the Greek representatives may be con- 
sidered satisfactory. 


Records (i) that in conversation with the 
French Chargé d’Affaires he refrained 
from commenting on French Note of Nov. 
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NO. AND NAME 


453 Sm H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 740 


454 Sm H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
No. 1061 


455 Lorp HARDINGE 


No. 3239 


456 To Sir H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 617 


457 Mr. KENNARD 
Rome 
Tel. No. 484 


DATE 


Nov. 22 


Nov. 22 


Nov. 22 


Nov. 23 


Nov. 24 


MAIN SUBJECT 


17 (see No. 447), (ii) that M. de Montille 
stated that General Pellé had reported that 
Sir H. Rumbold and Italian High Com- 
missioner had expressed view to Izzet 
Pasha that settlement could be made if 
Angora did not insist on whole of National 
Pact, (iii) that, in view of this implication 
of separate action by Britain and Italy, 
he made it clear to M. de Montille that 
H.M.G. had no intention to negotiate 
except in consultation with the Allies. 


Refers to No. 442 and reports that M.F.A. 
communicated translation of telegram 
from Angora which stated that in view of 
British High Commission’s statement that 
negotiations would take place on basis of 
the National Pact, thereby inferring modi- 
fications in that instrument, no prac- 
tical utility would come from negotiations 
unless Angora were informed beforehand 
of British intentions: adds (i) that he pro- 
tested against the allegation and M.F.A. 
admitted he may have conveyed incorrect 
impression to Angora, (ii) that it is clear 
that Angora will make evacuation of Ana- 
tolia and E. Thrace a condition of accept- 
ing mediation. 


Transmits translation of agreement be- 
tween Angora Govt. and the three Cau- 
casian Republics concluded at Kars on 
Oct. 13 and comments (i) that Kemalists 
appear to have dictated the Treaty, 
(ii) that subservience shown by Russians 
is proof of value they attach to their alli- 
ance with Kemalists, (iii) that Kemalists, 
having consolidated their position, now 
hope to be able to impose the National 
Pact. 


Transmits copy of French Govt.’s reply of 
Nov. 21 to H.M.G.’s request to be given 
full information about situation of Christian 
populations of Cilicia after the withdraw- 
al of French troops: reports that reply 
states that guarantees afforded by Angora 
Agreement of Oct. 20 are entirely ade- 
quate for protection of minorities. 


Informs of Cabinet resolution of Nov. 22 
to resume inter-Allied action by proposing 
to France and Italy the calling early in the 
New Year of a conference to which Turks, 
including the Angora Turks, should be 
invited but asks, in view of disquieting 
news in No. 453, for opinion as to whether 
H.M.G.’s proposed action should be mod- 
ified. 

Reports that M.F.A. states (i) that nego- 
tiations between Signor Tuozzi and Kem- 
alist Govt. (see No. 433) have broken 
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458 Sir H. Rumsoip 


459 


461 


462 


463 


Constantinople 
Tel. No. 750 


Sir H. RumsBoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 762 


Sir R. GRAHAM 
Rome 


No. 943 


To Sir H. RumsBoitp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 629 


Mr. VANSITTART 
Foreign Office 


To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 697 

To Sm R. GRAHAM 
Rome 
Tel. No. 499 


Sir H. RumBoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 766 


To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
No. 3189 


DATE 


Nov. 25 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Nov. 


Dec. 


Dec. 


Dec. 


29 


29 


30 


MAIN SUBJECT 


down, (ii) that he has impression Kemal- 
ist Govt. is unstable and is only kept alive 
by Greek menace. 


Refers to No. 456 and expresses view that 
there is no reason for any modification in 
course decided on by Cabinet, except that 
French, who now have relations with An- 
gora, might be asked to take lead in 
arranging conference, and consequently 
to sustain main shock in event of failure: 
adds that proposal to hold conference in 
Constantinople has advantage of being 
more acceptable to Angora Govt. and of 
possibly allowing Sultan and his Govt. to 
play the greater part. 

Reports that (i) French and Italian High 
Commissioners expressed view that pres- 
ent would be bad moment for approach to 
Angora, (ii) that he issued communiqué 
denying despatch of semi-official British 
Mission to Angora. 

Reports that he conveyed substance of 
No. 438, n. 8, to Italian Govt. who have 
replied to effect that they have instructed 
their representatives at Paris and Constan- 
tinople to keep their Govt. fully informed 
of question of alleged mandate of French 
Govt. for organization of the Ottoman 
gendarmerie. 


Authorizes to protest with Allied col- 
leagues to Angora Govt. against deporta- 
tion of Greeks. 


Letter to Italian Chargé d’Affaires stating 
it was never H.M.G.’s intention to hold 
conference at Constantinople so early as to 
preclude previous Allied understanding or 
to depart from undertaking to maintain 
substance of the Tripartite Agreement. 


Refers to No. 409 and instructs to inform 
French and Italian Govts. that as a further 
protest has been received from Greek 
Govt. and as no reply has been received 
from French and Italian Govts., H.M.G. 
propose to reply to Greek Govt. that as 
far as British vessels are concerned they 
recognize Greek right of search. 


Transmits summary of reply of Nov. 17 
from Angora to High Commissioners’ 
joint telegram of Oct. 21 which protested 
against Turkish excesses in Pontine region: 
reply states that authorities carried out 
legal and impartial sentences on Turkish 
subjects who plotted the dismemberment 
of Turkey. 


Informs of conversation with the French 
Ambassador to whom it was represented 
that (i) prior to any conference with the 
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466 Sm H. Rumsoitp 
Constantinople 
No. 767 


469 Mr. VANSITTART 
Foreign Office 


470 Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 928 


DATE 


Dec. 2 


Dec. 3 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Turks and Greeks the Allied powers should 
arrive at unanimous agreement in a pri- 
vate conference on the questions of Smyr- 
na, Asia Minor, Constantinople, the 
Straits, financial provisions, and Thrace, 
(ii) Lord Curzon’s speech of Nov. 24 on 
disarmament purported to explain that 
British naval reductions would render 
Britain powerless if Europe remained a 
great armed camp, (iii) that it was for 
France to extricate the Allies from the 
difficulties caused by her Agreement with 
Angora. 


Reports that Italian representative at 
Angora had stated that Refet Pasha had 
announced he was going to meet a British 
Mission at Treboli, said to have been 
despatched there by General Harington: 
adds that he informed Italian High Com- 
missioner that he could emphatically con- 
tradict both this statement and a report 
that Mahmoud Mouhter Pasha was going 
to London. 


Refers to No. 461 and reports that High 
Commissioners consider that protests to 
the Angora Govt. only provoke counter 
accusations against the Greeks and that 
the best course would be to give publicity 
to all authentic information concerning 
excesses by either side. 


Reports that, in absence of M. Briand, 
French Govt. object to publication of 
correspondence concerning the Angora 
Agreement of Oct. 20 and ask that it be 
suspended pending reply to Lord Curzon’s 
Note of Nov. 25. 


Records conversation with M. Baltatzis 
who stated that Greek army could not be 
kept together much longer unless Greek 
Govt. could raise a loan: comments 
that in view of proposed conference it is 
essential to keep Greek army going with- 
out laying H.M.G. open to any charge 
from the Allies. 

Note 2. Minutes by Mr. Nicolson and 
Sir E. Crowe stressing importance of pre- 
venting Greek debacle. 


Reports that he explained to M. Briand 
H.M.G.’s proposal in No. 465 and ex- 
pressed regret that French Govt. should 
prolong controversy over the Angora 
Agreement of Oct. 20: adds that M. Briand 
offered to show him dossier of correspon- 
dence between M. Franklin-Bouillon and 
Yussuf Kemal, saying that he was ready 
to throw overboard anything to which 
H.M.G. took objection in these papers. 
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474 


NO. AND NAME 
Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 930 


Sir H. RumBoip 
Constantinople 


Mr. VANSITTART 
Foreign Office 


Mr. OLIPHANT 
Foreign Office 


DATE 


Dec. 6 


Dec. 6 


Dec. 6 


Dec. 6 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Refers to No. 470 and reports that (i) M. 
Briand requested that publication of 
correspondence (see No. 432, n. 7) con- 
cerning the Angora Agreement be delayed 
as it would create difficulties for him in the 
Chamber of Deputies, (ii) summarized the 
correspondence between M. Franklin- 
Bouillon and Yussuf-Kemal which refer- 
red to a mine in Adana district, French 
schools in Cilicia, water-supply of Aleppo, 
regulations for Alexandretta, and French 
gendarmerie instructors, (iii) accepted 
H.M.G.’s proposal for a conference, (iv) 
stated his anxiety to support the German 
Republic against the reactionaries. 

Note 2. Minute of Dec. 8 by Sir E. Crowe 
explaining agreement to omit certain 
passages referring to the Greeks in the 
Note of Dec. 6. 


Private letter commenting on Bagdad tele- 
gram No. 795 of Dec. 3 to the Colonial 
Office and on a telegram of Dec. 1 from 
General Harington to the War Office: 
expresses view that message from Angora 
transmitted to General Harington should 
not be regarded as a definite offer but a 
mixture of temptations and threats and that 
any settlement shouldsecure British interests 
which are (i) that Turkey should not be a 
centre of pro-Islamic propaganda, (ii) that 
Turkey should not be able easily to attack 
Mesopotamia, (iii) that Straits should be 
left open, (iv) that Turkey should be toler- 
able place for British nationals to do 
business in: adds that as a Turkey which 
has triumphed over Allies will be run by 
xenophobes it is necessary to uphold the 
Sultanate and promote harmony between 
Constantinople and Angora. 

Note 1. Bagdad telegram No. 795 of 
Dec. 3. 

Note 2. General Harington’s telegram of 
Dec. 1. 

Note 6. Extract from Sir H. Rumbold’s 
despatch No. 1112 of Dec. 6 commenting 
on Mustafa Kemal’s position. 


Letter to Signor Taliani stating that 
H.M.G. have always been more conserva- 
tive than the French and Italian Govts. 
with regard to the revision of the financial 
clauses of the Treaty of Sévres and, while 
realizing the necessity of going further in 
the revision than hitherto desired, assure 
Marquis della Torretta that they will not 
agree to any modifications of a nature to 
hinder Italian interests. 


Letter to the War Office saying that Lord 
Curzon concurs in the proposed instruc- 
tions to the Allied Commander in Chief 
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NO. AND NAME 


475 Lorp Curzon 
Foreign Office 


476 ‘To Sir R. GRAHAM 
Rome 
Tel. No. 502 


4T7 Mr. BENTINCK 
Athens 
Tel. No. 602 


478 Sm E. Crowe 
Foreign Office 


479 Sm H. RumsBoLtp 
Constantinople 
No. 1122 


DATE 


Dec. 8 


Dec. 9 


Dec. 9 


Dec. 10 


MAIN SUBJECT 


about the transport and sale of war ma- 
terials to belligerents, and explaining that 
although the French and Italian Govts. 
have not agreed to the exclusion of military 
supplies from the Constantinople area (see 
Nos. 410 and 411), it is presumed that 
General Harington has sufficient powers 
to enforce such exclusion should he con- 
sider it desirable. 


Letter to Mr. A. Williams, M.P., review- 
ing the development of the Armenian prob- 
lemand explaining that Great Britain alone 
could not establish an Armenian national 
existence or receive vast numbers of refugees 
in British territories. 


Refers to No. 470 and expresses willing- 
ness to go to Paris for a conference to de- 
cide on conditions to be laid down before 
a meeting with Turkey and Greece: re- 
quests Sir R. Graham to ascertain whether 
Marquis della Torretta, who has agreed in 
principle to the conference, is willing to go 
to Paris and suggests that meeting should 
take place in the New Year after the 
French and Italian Govts. have examined 
H.M.G.’s sketch of possible lines of dis- 
cussion. 


Raises question of the safety of Greeks, 
Armenians, and Turks friendly to Greeks 
in Greek-occupied territory likely to be 
abandoned to Turkey at the forthcoming 
conference: considers it would be danger- 
ous to remove the Greek army before the 
formation of a competent international 
gendarmerie: expresses view that loss of 
part of Thrace would be even harder for 
Greece than loss of Smyrna and suggests 
that if the settlement includes recognition 
of King Constantine, guarantees of pro- 
tection for Venizelists must be obtained. 


Letter to Sir B. Blackett (Treasury) 
stating that, in Lord Curzon’s view, posi- 
tive action to facilitate Greek loan in 
London (see No. 469) would run counter 
to Allied Agreement of Dec. 4, 1920. 


Reports conversation with M. F.A.to whom 
he pointed out that Major Henry and his 
colleagues (see No. 466) did not consti- 
tute a mission from H.M.G. to the Nation- 
alists: adds that M.F.A. stated (i) that 
Nationalists did not expect to make a 
separate agreement with H.M.G., (ii) that 
Turkey would require the whole of Ana- 
tolia and the Maritsa frontier, (iii) that 
the Constantinople Turks would rally to 
the support of the dynasty if it were 
attacked by Kemalists. 
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480 To Sm R. GRAHAM 


Rome 
No. 1060 


481 Sir H. Rumsoitp 


Constantinople 


To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 709 

To Sm R. GRAHAM 
Rome 
Tel. No. 506 


Mr. OLIPHANT 
Foreign Office 


Sir E. Crowe 
Foreign Office 


To Mr. BENTINCK 
Athens 
No. 636 


To Sr M. CHEETHAM 


Paris 
Tel. No. 720 
To Sm R. GRAHAM 
Rome 
Tel. No. 516 


To Sm H. RumsBo.tp 
Constantinople 


No. 1394 


DATE 


Dec. 10 


Dec. 10 


Dec. 


- 12 


- I2 


. 16 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Instructs to inform Italian Govt. that 
H.M.G. question feasibility of modifying 
the Tripartite Agreement for acceptance 
by Turkey while retaining it inviolate as 
between Allies (cf. No. 473). 

Private letter to Lord Curzon: refers to No. 
472 and expresses view (i) that although 
H.M.G. is not pledged to keep Sultan on 
his throne they must do what they can for 
his personal safety, (ii) that it is in the in- 
terests of H.M.G. to keep Sultan on his 
throne if possible because otherwise 
H.M.G. might be regarded as having 
sacrificed him and because, if Kemalists 
proved intractable, solution might be to 
make reasonably favourable settlement 
with the Sultan. 


Instructs to inform French and Italian 
Govts. of H.M.G.’s information concern- 
ing visit of Major Henry’s party to Angora 
(see Nos. 466 and 479) and to state that 
H.M.G. will keep those Govts. fully 
informed. 


Letter to Secretary to the Cabinet refer- 
ring to reports of atrocities committed by 
both Greeks and Turks and suggesting 
that it be the duty of new Commissioner of 
League of Nations appointed to Constanti- 
nople to give all such atrocities the widest 
publicity (cf. No. 467). 

Record of conversation with French 
Chargé d’Affaires who requested that 
correspondence between M. Franklin- 

Bouillon and Yussuf Kemal (see No. 471) 
should not be published without previous 
understanding with French Govt. and 
that publication of recent correspondence 
(see No. 432, n. 7) with Lord Curzon 
should be deferred and the text amended 
in certain respects (see also No. 471, n. 2). 
Expresses view that it is impossible for 
H.M.G. to offer Greece the unspent 
balance of the credit given the Venizelos 
Govt. in 1918 because of the agreement 
(1920) of the three Allied Govts. not to 
give financial assistance to Greece. 


Refers to No. 482 and informs that Major 
Henry had no authority to act as inter- 
mediary between H.M.G. and Angora: 
summarizes Refet Pasha’s demand (see 
No. 488, n. 1) for restoration of Smyrna 
and Thrace, control of the Straits and fu- 
sion of all Arab states into an appendage 
of the Sultan-Caliph. 

Requests that the Japanese High Com- 
missioner’s activities, as an intermediary 
between Turks and British, be curtailed 
(cf. No. 426). 
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NO. AND NAME 


488 Marquess Curzon 
Foreign Office 


489 Sm H. Rumsorp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 788 


490 Foreion OFfFfice 


491 Mr. Forses ApAm 
Foreign Office 


492 Mr. Bentinck 
Athens 
Tel. No. 619 


493. Mr. NICOLSON 


Foreign Office 


494 To Sm R. GraHAM 
Rome 
Tel. No. 523 


DATE 
Dec. 17 


Dec. 19 


Dec. 20 


Dec. 20 


Dec. 22 


Dec. 30 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Letter to the Secretary of State for War 
requesting that General Harington be (i) 
informed that H.M.G. is averse to his 
meeting Refet Pasha, as proposed to 
Major Henry, (ii) warned against too 
readily accepting political information or 
allowing his name to be associated with 
political or diplomatic matters, and 
(iii) requested to make it quite clear to 
agent from Angora that Major Henry is 
in no sense a representative of H.M.G. 

Note 1. Summary of Refet Pasha’s pro- 
posals communicated by Major Henry, 
and comments of the Secretary of State 
for War. 


Reports that Turkish Govt. consider elec- 
tion of Patriarch null and void because, 
(i) he is not an Ottoman subject, (ii) col- 
leges which elected him had no legal 
existence. 


Memorandum handed to M. Briand en- 
quiring whether recent agreement be- 
tween French and Angora Govts. affects 
employment of French contingent of 
inter-Allied forces at Constantinople. 


Memo. on advantages and disadvantages 
of United States’ participation at this 
stage of Turkish negotiations. Expresses 
view that American interests and point of 
view are similar to those of H.M.G., which 
would thus derive support from their par- 
ticipation, but such participation might 
make inter-Allied ‘deals’, the pressing of 
Allied financial claims, and the introduc- 
tion of the League of Nations into the re- 
vised terms more difficult: adds that if 
Americans are invited Japanese must also 
be invited: concludes that H.M.G. would 
gain by American (and Japanese) par- 
ticipation. 

Reports on grave financial position of 
Greek Govt. which cannot raise loan but 
which is nevertheless trying to pay British 
debts: points out that if drachma collap- 
ses, British commercial interests will suffer. 


Records conversation with Greek Chargé 
d’Affaires who thanked H.M.G. for their 
attitude in allowing the Greek Govt. to 
raise a loan on the London market, and 
informed H.M.G. that M. Gounaris pro- 
posed to go to Rome before the Cannes 
conference. 


Instructs to see M. Gounaris and warn him 
of danger of violence against Venizelists 
in Athens: expresses view that M. Gou- 
naris can steady situation. 
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495 Mr. BEnNTINCK 
Athens 
Tel. No. 629 


496 To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 


No. 3419 


497 Marquess Curzon 
Foreign Office 


DATE 
Dec. 30 


Dec. 30 


Dec. 31 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Reports intense excitement caused by 
publication of official communiqué to the 
effect that Britain had permitted conclu- 
sion of a loan. 


Instructs to hand to M. Briand copies of 
Memo. containing outline of proposals for 
discussion at forthcoming conference for 
the revision of the Treaty of Sévres, and to 
impress upon him the necessity of treating 
these proposals with extreme secrecy. 

Encl. Memo. of proposals for discussion 
at the conference of Allied Foreign Minis- 
ters on the revision of the Treaty of 
Sévres. 

Annex. Summary of provisions of 

Treaty of Sévres, of London proposals 
(Mar. 1921) and of Paris proposals (June 
1921). 
Note to the Greek Chargé d’Affaires 
stating (1) that Greek naval authorities may 
search British merchant vessels, (ii) that 
H.M.G. cannot intervene in the alleged 
handing over of French war material in 
Cilicia to the Nationalists, (iii) that closure 
of Haidar Pasha—Ada Bazar Railway would 
not prevent Turks proceeding from Con- 
stantinople to Anatolia, and that, as trains 
are required to send food to Constanti- 
nople, closure is impossible. 
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Correspondence and Memoranda, January 1—March 21, 1922 


NO. AND NAME 


498 Sm R. GRAHAM 
Rome 
Tel. No. 2 


499 To Mr. BEnTINCK 
Athens 
Tel. No. 2 


500 Mr. OLIPHANT 
Foreign Office 


DATE 
Jan. 2 


Jan. 3 


Jan. 4 


MAIN SUBJECT 

Refers to No. 496: and reports that M.F.A., 
who had recently seen M. Gounaris, ex- 
pressed the view that the Greeks would 
retire from Asia Minor, providing the 
safety of the Christians were assured, but 
not from Thrace. 


Refers to No. 495: transmits chief points 
of Anglo-Greek financial agreement: and 
requests to make quite clear that agreement 
allowing Greece to raise a loan up to 
£15,000,000 in Great Britain does not 
constitute raising of the financial blockade 
of Greece, nor imply that H.M.G. them- 
selves are prepared to give Greece finan- 
cial assistance. 


Letter to M. de Martino saying that 
H.M.G. consider it desirable to postpone 
a reply to the Italian note about the dis- 
tribution of posts connected with the 
financial and military commissions in 
Turkey until after the meeting of foreign 
ministers in Paris. 
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NO. AND NAME 


501 Sm H. Rusmsoip 


Constantinople 
Tel. No. 13 


Mr. Forses ADAM 
Foreign Office 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Athens 
No. 11 


MeEetTIno or BririsH 
AND GREEK 
REPRESENTATIVES 
AT CANNES 


To Sm H. RumsBoip 
Constantinople 
No. 53 


Sir H. RumpBoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 27 


507 Sir H. RumBoip 


Constantinople 
Tel. unnumbered 


I. XVII 


DATE 


Jan. 6 


Jan. 6 


Jan. 7 


Jan. 12 


Jan. 13 


Jan. 15 


Jan. 15 


MAIN SUBJECT 
Reports appreciation of situation in Ana- 
tolia given by Signor Tuozzi who ex- 
pressed view that (i) Mustafa Kemal’s 
position was stronger than ever, (ii) policy of 
Angora Govt. was to make separate peaces 
with the Allies, (iii) Kemalists were short 
of arms, munitions of war, and money, 
(iv) economic situation was bad, (v) out- 
look for minorities was hopeless, (vi) 
Nationalists hated England, (vii) unity 
among Allies was indispensable to any 
peace, (viii) no compromise was possible 
on Anatolia, but that Nationalists might 
compromise on Thrace. 


Memo. giving an analysis of the Angora 
Agreement of Oct. 20, clause by clause, 
showing what must be totally rejected 
and what can be brought into harmony 
with any ultimate agreement between the 
Allies and the Turks. 


Expresses view that evacuation of Smyrna 
would not worsen the political situation 
in Greece, and that its effect on the army 
can best be assessed by British officers: 
adds that if Thrace were taken from Greece 
there would be possibility of Greek adven- 
turers holding it for Greece. 

British proposals regarding Smyrna and 
eastern frontier in Thrace: intimation to 
M. Gounaris that (i) peace was no longer 
possible unless Greeks withdrew from 
Smyrna, (ii) that if British proposals were 
accepted by Greece H.M.G. would do 
their best to carry them through: M. 
Gounaris agreed to put himself entirely 
in Lord Curzon’s hands. 


Informs that he concurs in the instructions 
to the Senior Naval Officer at Constantin- 
ople to the effect that any Nationalist war 
vessel entering the Bosphorus should be 
treated as any Nationalist land force en- 
tering neutral zone. 


Comments on No. 496 and expresses view 
that Angora Govt. will not accept terms 
falling short of the National Pact; adds 
that, while in a previous despatch (see No. 
472, n. 6) he probably overestimated 
Kemal’s inclination to break with the 
Bolsheviks, there are signs of disintegration 
at Angora: and suggests that settlement 
offering removal of Greeks from Smyrna 
and from part of E. Thrace might be 
offered to the Sultan with some hope of 
success. 

Refers to No. 506 and reports that to a 
message conveyed by Prince Sami purpor- 
ting to come from the Sultan he replied 
that he could not, without plausible 
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575 


NO. AND NAME 


508 MEETING BETWEEN 
MARQUESss CURZON AND 


M. Poincaré AT THE 


Quar D’Orsay 


509 To Lorp HARDINGE 


Paris 
Tel. No. 26 


510 Sm H. Rumsoip 


$11 


$12 


$13 


514 


Constantinople 
Tel. No. 54 


Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 47 


Sm R. GRAHAM 
Rome 


No. 84 


Sir H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 62 


To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 29 


DATE 


Jan. 16 


Jan. 24 


Jan. 26 


Jan. 27 


Jan. 27 


Jan. 30 


Jan. go 


MAIN SUBJECT 
motive, ask for individual audience with 
Sultan: adds that while it would be inter- 
esting to hear the Sultan’s views it would 
be better to wait until after the Paris con- 
ference when the three Allied High Com- 
missioners would be able to ask for an 
audience to explain any new situation 
which might arise. 


Near East and Tangier: urgency of study 
of British proposals for the Near East and 
of meeting of the Supreme Council. 


Informs of communication to Turks, 
possibly by the French, of contents of 
H.M.G.’s confidential note of Jan. 21 on 
settlement of the Eastern question, and 
instructs to inform M. Poincaré of the 
seriousness with which this disclosure is 
regarded by H.M.G. and the barrier it 
could form to future negotiations. 


Reports that Under-Secretary of State for 
Foreign Affairs had stated that no Turkish 
Govt. could accept the Rodosto—Midia 
frontier which would leave northern 
shore of Sea of Marmara in Greek hands, 
adding that Turks were prepared for 
Straits to be free and unfortified: states 
that he replied that Rodosto—Midia fron- 
tier would remove Turkish objection to 
Chatalja line which brought Greeks close 
to Constantinople. 


Refers to No. 509 and reports that M. 
Poincaré disclaimed all responsibility for 
disclosure and suggested that information 
was revealed by Italian authorities in 
Constantinople. 


Informs that Italian support for proposals 
of H.M.G. for revision of Treaty of Sévres 
is dependent upon British acceptance of 
proposals mainly of an economic nature 
put forward by the Italian Govt. 

Note 4. Italian note of Feb. 1 stating 
that Italian Govt. considers that the Tri- 
partite Agreement remains in force. 


Reports that information from secret 
source shows that Turks believe that while 
H.M.G. will propose Rodosto—Midia line 
the French favour the Maritsa frontier 
and return of Adrianople to Turkey: ex- 
presses view that Turks would accept the 
Enos—Midia line if insisted on by the 
Allies but that Rodosto-Midia would 
have to be imposed by force. 

Instructs to ask M. Poincaré, in view of 
tardiness and nature of French reply to 
H.M.G.’s proposals, to postpone confer- 
ence of Allied Foreign Ministers in Paris 
until approximately Feb. 9. 
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NO. AND NAME 


515 To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 


No. 314 


516 Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 56 


517 To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 


No. 344 


518 Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 61 


DATE 


Jan 30 


Feb. 1 


Feb. 2 


Feb. 3 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Instructs that this despatch, replying to 
French Note of Jan. 27, be read to and 
copy left in hands of M.F.A.: H.M.G. is 
unable to accept (i) French interpretation 
of their memorandum of Dec. go (No. 496) 
that they have taken sides with Greece, 
(ii) French implications that Greeks have 
been more hostile to the Allies than the 
Turks, (iu) French counter-proposals 
which are a statement of extreme Turkish 
claims, (iv) French attitude that while 
Greeks are expected to accept Allied pro- 
posals the Turks should be free to reject 
them with impunity: adds that itis essential 
that some prior understanding be reached 
on this issue before conversations are held 
with the two belligerents. 


Reports that M. Poincaré in reply to 
H.M.G.’s memorandum of Jan. 30 (see 
No. 515) disclaimed responsibility for 
contents of French Ambassador’s note 
(see No. 514, n. 1) adding that (i) the 
French Govt. sought an agreement on terms 
acceptable both to Greeks and Turks 
since conditions could not be effectively 
imposed on the latter, (ii) that the Angora 
Govt. while open to compromise on 
Thrace was insistent on the restoration of 
Turkish sovereignty in Smyrna and op- 

to an Armenian home in Cilicia, 
(iii) that French Govt. was willing to 
abandon stand taken in Ambassador’s note 
on issues of conscription, minorities, the 
Straits and Constantinople: expresses 
view that if H.M.G. meet the French as 
regards Smyrna and the Armenians in 
Cilicia there should be no difficulty in 
coming to an agreement. 


Reports receipt of formal observations of 
French Govt. on modifications to text of pro- 
posed treaty of guarantee between France 
and H.M.G.: adds that he (i) informed 
French Ambassador that H.M.G. deplored 
M. Poincaré’s support for the Turks in 
their demands for Greek evacuation of 
Anatolia without material guarantees of 
the safety of the large Greek population, 
and French failure to put forward any 
suggestions on steps to be taken to force 
Turkey to accept any agreement arrived at 
between the powers, (ii) suggested to him 
possibility of coercing Turks by withdraw- 
ing permission to purchase arms from 
private firms, (iii) outlined H.M.G.’s atti- 
tude to forthcoming conference on Tangier 
between Britain, France, and Spain. 


Reports that in reply to protest by M. 
Poincaré against divulgence of Franco- 
British negotiations by London press he 
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NO. AND NAME 


519 Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
No. 306 


520 To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 39 


521 To Lorp HaArRDINGE 
Paris 
No. 35! 


522 ForeEIGN OFfrice 


523 Sm H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
No. 136 


DATE 


Feb. 3 


Feb. 4 


Feb. 4 


Feb. 4 


Feb. 5 


MAIN SUBJECT 


stated that, while H.M.G. did not want 
contents of memoranda revealed to Greeks 
and Turks, there was no objection to gen- 
eral statements to the press regarding the 
progress of negotiations. 

Communicates French reply to H.M.G.’s 
memo. of Jan. 30 (see No. 515). 

Encl. 1. French reply rejecting implica- 
tion that French Govt. is acting in favour 
of the Turks and stating (i) French un- 
willingness to use influence with Angora 
Govt. to discover its opinions, (ii) French 
desire for objective search for just settle- 
ment, (iii) French agreement with H.M.G. 
on issues of Thrace, Constantinople, 
Straits, minorities, and Cilicia: and draw- 
ing attention to report by Marshal Foch. 

Encl. 2. Report of Feb. 1 by Marshal 
Foch reviewing the military situation in 
the Near East and concluding (i) that 
Allies have insufficient forces to take effec- 
tive military action, (ii) that a blockade of 
Nationalist Territory would be inoperable. 


Refers to No. 518: expresses H.M.G.’s 
agreement with French Govt.’s view that 
confidential negotiations should not be 
disclosed to press while in progress: adds 
that recent disclosure to Havas agency in 
London must have been made by French 
Embassy, not by H.M.G. 

Informs that, according to despatch from 
High Commissioner in Constantinople, 
the French Govt. despite its pledges to 
the contrary has authorized Comman- 
dant Sarrau to act as Inspector-General 
of Turkish gendarmerie in areas outside 
Straits Zone and even in those at present 
under Greek occupation: instructs to pro- 
test to French Govt. against activities of 
Commandant Sarrau, to request his 
withdrawal and to ask for full information 
on the activities of the French Govt. in 
handing over arms and aeroplanes to the 
Turkish gendarmerie in Cilicia. 

Memo. recording substance of discussion 
by Interdepartmental Committee of Ital- 
ian proposals for revision of financial 
clauses of Treaty of Sévres: Committee, 
while realizing importance of retaining 
Italian support during forthcoming con- 
versations, recommends that no specific 
reply should be made to Italian Note 
(see No. 512) but Italian Govt. should be 
informed that their proposals offered a basis 
for further discussion. 

Reports that he informed Hamid Bey that 
Lord Curzon would be willing to receive 
Yussuf Kemal Bey should he decide to 
visit England. 
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524 


NO. AND NAME 


Mr. Forses ADAMS 
Mr. EDMONDS 
Foreign Office 


525 Sm E. Crowe 


528 


529 


Foreign Office 


Mr. Ryan 
Foreign Office 


To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 


No. 426 


To Sm R. GRAHAM 
Rome 
Tel. No. 50 


To Mr. LINDLEY 
Athens 
Tel. No. 29 


DATE 


Feb. 6 


Feb. 6 


Feb. 9 


Feb. 13 


Feb. 15 


Feb. 17 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Memo. discussing means of bringing 
pressure upon Turkey under headings 
(i) Financial and Economic blockade, 
(ii) Financial and Military Assistance to 
Greece, (iii) increased stringency of other 
parts of new treaty against Turkey, (iv) 
separation of Constantinople Govt. from 
Angora Govt., (v) definite annexation of 
Turkish territory by Allies by unilateral 
declaration. 

Annex. Guarantees for Greek popula- 
tion in event of unconditional Greek 
evacuation of Smyrna. 


Records conversation with Italian Am- 
bassador who, on being informed of No. 
515, expressed hope that (i) similar 
communication should be made to new 
Italian Govt., (ii) Great Britain would, in 
forthcoming meeting at Paris, support 
Italian view concerning Tripartite Agree- 
ment and enter a binding arrangement 
beforehand: adds that he observed to Sig- 
nor de Martino that (i) there would be no 
point in a conference if all items were 
agreed on beforehand: (ii) H.M.G. in- 
tended to stand by their engagements to 
Italy but the question of form must be 
subject for discussion at Conference. 


Memo. expressing the view that a hurried 
Greek evacuation of Asia Minor coming 
before any attempt at a general settle- 
ment would be fraught with serious con- 
sequences for British position in Near 
East and would render peaceful settlement 
on terms other than National Pact almost 
impossible. 


Refers to No. 519 and instructs to express 
gratification at M. Poincaré’s conciliatory 
tone adding that H.M.G. (i) do not under- 
rate difficulties and responsibilities facing 
both Govts., (ii) are studying carefully 
Marshal Foch’s memo. (No. 519, Encl. 


2). 


Informs of conversation with Italian Am- 
bassador who admitted impropriety of 
his Govt.’s inclination to make a bargain 
out of their support and to threaten with- 
drawal from Conference unless H.M.G. 
did exactly what they desired. 


Requests views (i) whether Greek loan 
should be placed under the control of the 
International Financial Commission (see 
No. 83, n. 2), (ii) whether a breakdown in 
Greek loan negotiations might not have 
the advantage of causing the Greeks to 
evacuate Asia Minor and to concentrate 
on their position in Thrace. 
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530 To Sm H. RumBoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. go 


531 Sm H. Rumpsoitp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 102 


532 Sm R. GraHam 
Rome 
No. 153 


533 Mr. RYAN 
Foreign Office 


534 Sir H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 104 


535 Sir H. Rumpoip 
Constantinople 
No. 186 


536 Mr. LINDLEY 
Athens 
Tel. No. 48 


DATE 


Feb. 17 


Feb. 17 


Feb. 17 


Feb. 17 


Feb. 18 


Feb. 18 


Feb. 19 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Requests views on advisability of propos- 
ing a plebiscite for E. Thrace under 
supervision of the League of Nations, it 
being understood that this would not 
affect proposed extension of the Constan- 
tinople hinterland. 


Reports interview with Yussuf Kemal who 
stated (i) his mission to Allied capitals was 
one of exploration, (ii) Turks wanted peace 
with Greeks and to eliminate all questions 
which might keep alive hostilities, (111) 
Turks wanted Adrianople and E. Thrace, 
(iv) Turkey should come to a direct 
agreement with England concerning 
Straits, (v) remaining capitulations should 
be abolished, (vi) minorities should have 
same guarantees as those contained in 
European treaties, (vii) if Nationalists did 
not get all they wanted hostilities should 
be resumed. 


Refers to No. 528 and expresses view that 
Italian Govt. share H.M.G.’s desire for 
peace in the Near East principally in order 
to exploit advantages of Tripartite Agree- 
ment which is an obsession with them, it 
being their opinion that, while France and 
Great Britain secured important benefits 
from the war, the Italians obtained little 
more than that Agreement. 


Memo. discussing currents of opinion on 
the Near Eastern question and concluding 
that it is necessary, expecially in view of 
threat to Mesopotamia, to devise ultimate 
means of coercion should opponents to a 
reasonable settlement gain upper hand in 
Turkey, and to induce Greeks to hold on in 
Asia Minor in the interests of a settlement 
under which they must eventually clear 
out. 


Refers to No. 530 and expresses view that 
Turks would not consider result of plebis- 
cite as reflecting normal distribution of 
population. 


Transmits copies of (i) Memo. of Jan. 6 
from Patriarchate to Allied High Commis- 
sioners on subject of treatment of Pontine 
Greeks, (11) collective telegram of Jan. 17 
from Allied High Commissioners to Yussuf 
Kemal protesting against that treatment, 
(i11) Yussuf Kemal’s reply of Feb. 7 making 
counter-accusations against the Greeks: 
adds that Allied High Commissioners 
decided on Feb. 17 that they could not 
usefully take any further action in this 
matter. 


Refers to No. 529 and expresses view (i) 
that it would be possible to threaten 
French with an ad hoc commission to 
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NO. AND NAME 


§37 Lorp HARDINGE 


Paris 
Tel. No. 93 


538 Mr. OLIPHANT 


539 


541 


542 


Foreign Office 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Athens 
Tel. No. 51 


Sr H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 112 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Athens 
No. 103 


Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
No. 482 


Sm H. RumMBoLp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 122 


DATE 


Feb. 20 


Feb. 20 


Feb. 21 


Feb. 21 


Feb. 24 


Feb. 24 


Feb. 27 


MAIN SUBJECT 


control revenue assigned to service of pro- 
posed loan, (ii) that present Greek Govt. 
would be unlikely to evacuate Asia Minor 
immediately. 

Reports conversation with M. Poincaré 
who (i) stated that discussion of Near 
Eastern question had better await solution 
of Italian crisis, (ii) expressed satisfaction 
with communication based on No. 527, 
(iii) admitted that conscription, if per- 
mitted to the Turks, could not be denied to 
Hungarians and Bulgarians and would 
therefore lead to infringement of Treaty of 
Versailles. 


Letter to the Admiralty asking them 
whether they have anything to add to their 
earlier view that to ensure communication 
to the Black Sea both shores of the Straits 
should be in Allied hands. 

Note 3. Admiralty reply confirming 
their earlier view. 
Expresses view that (i) as French are 
opposed to Greek loan, Greek Govt. 
should arrange for ad hoc commission as 
suggested in No. 536, (11) that H.M.G. 
require Greek Govt., as condition of loan, 
to evacuate Asia Minor as soon as proper 
measures have been taken to protect 
Christian minorities, (iii) that failing ade- 
quate guarantee for Christians there 
should be exchange of populations be- 
tween Asia Minor and Thrace on lines of 
Greek—Bulgarian exchange in Macedonia. 


Reports information from secret source 
to effect that French High Commissioner 
informed Nationalist M.F.A. that France 
would support Turkey against Great 
Britain in question of minorities and com- 
pulsory military service (see No. 537). 
Reports that the Italian Minister has 
advised his Govt. to side openly with the 
Greeks: expresses view that Greeks could 
still be useful to the Allies if they had the 
moral support of Great Britain. 


Refers to No. 521 and transmits M. 
Poincaré’s reply of Feb. 23 to effect that 
(i) Commandant Sarrau’s activities are 
limited to districts where sub-commission’s 
authority does not run, (ii) Cilician gen- 
darmerie will not interfere with general 
arrangements to be made for whole of 
Turkey. 


Reports that M.F.A. (i) hopes to be in 
London before Yussuf Kemal Bey, (ii) ad- 
mitted that Yussuf Kemal Bey had wished 
to represent Central Govt. as well as 
Angora but is not permitted by the former 
to do so. 
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550 


NO. AND NAME 
THe GREEK CHARGE 


D’AFFAIRES 
London 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Athens 
Tel. No. 61 


Sr E. Crowe 
Foreign Office 


Sm R. GRAHAM 
Rome 
Tel. No. 119 


To Mr. LINDLEY 
Athens 
Tel. No. 36 


MARQUESS CURZON 
Foreign Office 


Sm H. RumMBoip 
Constantinople 
No. 229 


DATE 
Mar. 1 


Mar. 3 


Mar. 4 


Mar. 6 


Mar. 6 


Mar. 7 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Letter to Mr. Vansittart enclosing copy 
of telegram of Feb. 28 from M. Gounaris to 
Greek Govt. and of letter of Feb. 27 from 
M. Gounaris to Mr. Lloyd George calling 
attention to letter of Feb. 15 to Lord 
Curzon (see No. 529, n. 2). 


States that unless Greeks receive financial 
support it would be rash to count on their 
remaining in Asia Minor. 
Memo. advocating that, should the peace 
settlement with Turkey be referred to the 
League of Nations, the procedure adopted 
in the case of Upper Silesia should not be 
followed, but instead a decision should be 
made by the League Council. 

Note 2. Minute by Lord Curzon to 
effect that he will fight hard against refer- 
ence of question to the League. 


Reports that in conversation with M.F.A., 
who explained that he could not attend 
the conference in Paris until Mar. 20 or 
21, he drew attention to Marquis della 
Toretta’s attempt, which had displeased 
H.M.G., to strike a bargain beforehand 
(see Nos. 512, 522, and 525). 


Informs that as there seems little prospect 
of Greek loan a reply will be sent to M. 
Gounaris’s letter of Feb. 15 (see No. 529, 
n. 2) advising diplomatic solution of Near 
Eastern question, it being H.M.G.’s 
intention to arrange for immediate evacua- 
tion of Anatolia by arrangement with 
Angora. 


Letter to M. Gounaris expressing hope 
that Greek military position in Anatolia 
is less critical than his Note of Feb. 15 (see 
No. 529, n. 2) would suggest and advising, 
in view of failure of Greek Govt. to raise a 
loan, a diplomatic solution, it being hoped 
that Allied conference to be held in Paris 
will find solution acceptable to both sides 
and that Greek Govt., having already 
placed itself in hands of the Allies, will 
be prepared to listen to such counsels as 
may be offered. 

Note 3. Extract of letter of Feb. 22 from 
Sir G. Armstrong to Viscount Long con- 
cerning negotiations for Greek loan. 


Expresses view that owing to delay in 
meeting of Paris Conference both Angora 
and Constantinople Missions will stay few 
days in Paris before proceeding to London; 
adds (i) that French High Commissioner 
attempted unsuccessfully to obtain author- 
ization for Yussuf Kemal to represent also 
the Constantinople Govt., (ii) that attitude 
of missions will depend largely on develop- 
ment of military situation. 
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554 


557 


NO. AND NAME 


Sm H. RumBoip 
Constantinople 
No. 231 


Sm H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 156 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Athens 
Tel. No. 92 


INTERVIEW OF MAR- 
QuEss CURZON WITH 
Izzet PASHA 


INTERVIEW OF MaAr- 
QUESS CURZON WITH 
YussurF KeMAL Bey 


INTERVIEW OF MAR- 
QUEss CURZON WITH 
YussurF Kemat Brey 


INTERVIEW OF MARr- 
QUEss CURZON WITH 
Izzet PAsSHA 


Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 162 


DATE 


Mar. 


Mar. 


Mar. 


Mar. 


Mar. 


Mar. 


Mar. 


Mar. 


13 


16 


16 


18 


20 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Reports that Grand Vizier (i) suggested 
that any proposals for modifications of 
Treaty of Sévres that H.M.G. might be 
prepared to concede should be made to 
Izzet Pasha’s mission, (ii) stated that 
Yussuf Kemal Bey had conferred with 
Sultan, (iii) observed that retention by 
Greece of territory between Bulgaria and 
Turkey would be cause of future wars. 


Transmits substance of Sir H. Lamb’s re- 
ports to effect (i) that morale of Greek 
troops is bad, (ii) that separatist Greek 
movement in Asia Minor is largely talk: 
adds that refusal of Greek army to evacu- 
ate Asia Minor could be defeated by 
threat to cut off sea-borne supplies. 


Reports that M.F.A. stated that Greek 
Govt. would reply to enquiry from 
French Legation that French _ vessels 
would not be stopped: adds that when 
M.F.A. complained of French attitude he 
reminded him that H.M.G., in admitting 
Greek right of search of British ships (see 
No. 497), expressly stated that this conces- 
sion did not prejudice views of other govts. 


Lord Curzon, having remarked on un- 
satisfactory character of Izzet Pasha’s 
Memo. of Mar. 11 on revision of the Treaty 
of Sévres, indicated fundamental principles 
on which Allied Powers would insist: 
(i) protection of minorities, (ii) neutral- 
ization of the Straits, (iii) recognition of 
pre-war debts and of claims arising out 
of the war; expressed view on questions 
of, (i) Turkey’s financial independence, 
(ii) conscription, (iii) Greek evacuation of 
Asia Minor, (iv) armistice. 

Yussuf Kemal’s views on revision of the 
Treaty of Sévres: discussion of (i) Russo- 
Turkish Agreement (see No. g1, n. 1), (ii) 
Iraq: Yussuf Kemal’s assurance that Tur- 
kish forces were for defence purposes only: 
Lord Curzon’s indication of fundamental 
principles on which Allied Powers would 
insist (see No. 554). 

Discussion of exchange of populations: 
minorities: Armenian problem: Turkish 
military service: Greek evacuation of 
Asia Minor: armistice. 

Izzet Pasha’s views on (i) the Straits, 
(ii) Turkish army, (iii) Armistice: Lord 
Curzon’s plea that his suggestions made in 
previous meeting (see No. 554) should be 
considered. 

Reports that M. Poincaré, should he see 
Izzet Pasha or Yussuf Kemal Bey, will 
support H.M.G.’s proposal for an armis- 
tice. 
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667 


NO. AND NAME DATE MAIN SUBJECT PAGE 


559 Sir R. GRAHAM Mar. 20 Suggests that, as M.F.A. has left for Paris, 667 
Rome substance of telegram (No. 556, n. 11) 
Tel. No. 150 should be communicated to him by H.M. 
Ambassador in Paris. 


CHAPTER IV 


Conversations in Paris between British, French and Italian 
representatives, March 22-6, 1922 


NO. AND NAME DATE MAIN SUBJECT PAGE 
560 Meetinc or BrimsH, Mar. 22 Proposal to recommend an armistice to 668 
FRENCH, AND ITALIAN Greece and Turkey, to be followed by 
REPRESENTATIVES preliminary conditions, by evacuation, by 
1.30 p.m. elaboration of preliminary conditions and 


by final peace treaty: Italian declara- 
tion regarding the Tripartite Agreement: 
method of communicating armistice 
proposals to Greeks and Turks: question 
of régime for Smyrna and its extent. 

Annex 1. Terms of Armistice proposed 677 
by Lord Curzon. 

Annex 2. Formula (proposed by Signor 678 
Schanzer) to take place of Article 239 of 
the Treaty of Sévres. 

Annex 3. Text of joint telegram of Mar. 678 
22 to Athens and Constantinople. 


561 Meetinc or BritisH, Mar. 23 _ Plans for peaceful evacuationofAsia Minor 680 


FRENCH, AND ITALIAN to be subject to acceptance of other con- 
REPRESENTATIVES ditions of general settlement: proposal that 
10.30 a.m. League of Nations be constituted the 


special protector of Moslem minorities in 
Europe and non-Turkish minorities in 


Turkey. 

562 Meetinc or British, § Mar. 23 Minorities in Greece and Turkey: Ar- 687 
FRENCH, AND ITALIAN menia: Armenian national home in Cilicia: 
REPRESENTATIVES evacuation of Asia Minor: Turkish gen- 

3 p.m. darmerie: press communiqué: admission 


of Turkey to the League of Nations. 

Annex 2. Formula to establish League 698 
of Nations’ supervision of Minorities in 
Greece and Turkey. 

Annex 3. Proposals of military experts 699 
for the evacuation of Asia Minor. 

Annex 4. Allied Generals and Admirals 701 
at Constantinople to study problem of 
dealing with exodus of populations. 


563 Meetinc or British, Mar. 24 National Home for Armenians: Assyro- 701 


FRENCH, AND ITALIAN Chaldeans: formula of general principles 
REPRESENTATIVES relating to financial matters to be prepared 
10.30 a.m. by experts: indiscretions of the Press. 


Annex 2. Formula concerning National 706 
Home for Armenians. 


564 MEETING oF BritisH, Mar. 24 Demilitarized zone of the Straits: the 707 


FRENCH, AND ITALIAN boundary in Thrace: objections to estab- 
REPRESENTATIVES lishing a buffer state in Thrace: E. Thrace 
3 p.m. and the Demilitarized Zone: military 
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NO. AND NAME 


565 MEETING oF Britisu, 
FRENCH, AND ITALIAN 
JREPRESENTATIVES 
10.30 a.m. 


566 MeEET«nG or Britisy, 
FRENCH, AND ITALIAN 
REPRESENTATIVES 


3 p.m. 


567 MeEetinc or Brimisn, 
FRENCH, AND ITALIAN 
REPRESENTATIVES 
10 a.m. 


DATE 


Mar. 25 


Mar. 25 


Mar. 26 


MAIN SUBJECT 


advisers to consider question of frontier and 
neutral zone: communication to the press: 
Armenia. 


Agreement to refer the matter of Armenia 
to the Council of the League of Nations: 
proposal that a formula replacing Article 
239 of the Treaty of Sévres should be inser- 
ted in financial recommendations and that 
a further article be added to the Tripartite 
Agreement: consideration of financial 
experts’ proposal to substitute for the Fi- 
nancial Commission a Debt Council and 
Commission of Liquidation: proposed 
frontier of Turkey in Europe agreed sub- 
ject to certain modifications to be discussed 
by military advisers: agreement to demili- 
tarize E. Thrace. 

Annex 1. Recommendations of the 
financial experts. 

Annex 2. Formula to replace Article 
239 of the Treaty of Sévres. 

Annex 3. Proposed addition to the 
Tripartite Treaty. 


Greece and the Armistice: revised word- 
ing of additional article to the Tripartite 
Agreement adopted: formula agreed con- 
cerning special protection for minorities in 
Smyrna and Thrace: possibility of increas- 
ing size of voluntary army permissible to 
the Turks: M. Poincaré’s admission that 
France claimed no monopoly of gendar- 
merie officers or instructors outside French 
zone and that question of providing these 
was inter-Allied matter: interpretation by 
military advisers of article in Armistice 
concerning evacuation of Anatolia: adop- 
tion, after discussion and slight revision, 
of military advisers’ proposals concerning 
demilitarization of E. Thrace and of zone 
of Straits: discussion of Lord Curzon’s 
proposals concerning capitulations to be 
considered at next meeting: press com- 
muniqué approved. 

Annex 1. Special Agreement concern- 
ing additional article to the Tripartite 
Agreement. 

Annex 3. Proposals (as revised) of 
Military Experts concerning demilitariza- 
tion of E. Thrace and Zone of the Straits. 

Annex 4. British proposals concerning 
modifications in principle of the capitula- 
tions. 

Revision and adoption of recommendations 
of Military Experts concerning conscription 
and Turkish Gendarmerie: adoption of re- 
commendation of naval advisers concerning 
maintenance of freedom of the Straits: 
adoption of British proposals (see No. 566, 
Annex 4) concerning modification in 
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738 


NO. AND NAME 


568 MEETING or BritTIsH, 
FRENCH, AND ITALIAN 
REPRESENTATIVES 


4 p.m. 


569 MEETING or Brirtisu, 
FRENCH, AND ITALIAN 
REPRESENTATIVES 


9-45 p.m. 


DATE 


Mar. 26 


Mar. 26 


MAIN SUBJECT 


principle of Capitulations: agreement to 
postpone discussion of question of costs of 
armies of occupation: preparation of state- 
ment of conclusions reached by Confer- 
ence: postponement of decision on place of 
meeting with Greeks and Turks. 

Annex 1. Recommendations of military 
experts concerning conscription and Turk- 
ish Gendarmerie. 

Annex 2. Recommendations of naval 
experts concerning revision of parts of 
Chapter VIII of Treaty of Sévres. 


Discussion and revision of Lord Curzon’s 
proposed text of communication to be 
made to the Greeks and the Turks: dis- 
cussion of the method of making the com- 
munication and of inviting Greeks and 
Turks to a conference. 

Annex 1. Lord Curzon’s draft of com- 
munication to be made to the Greeks and 
Turks. 


Press communiqué: statement of resolu- 
tions of the Conference to serve as instruc- 
tions to Allied representatives at proposed 
conference with Greeks and Turks: discus- 
sion of steps to be taken should Kemalists 
refuse to come to conference or demand 
further details of proposals. 


570 Paris NEAR EASTERN Mar. 22-6 Text of resolutions as finally agreed upon 


CONFERENCE 


between French and British Govts. 1. Pro- 
gramme of evacuation of Asia Minor. 
2. Minorities. 3. Armenia. 4. Thrace 
5. Demilitarized zones in Europe, Asia and 
the Islands. 6. Turkish armed forces. 
7. Financial administration and conces- 
sions. 8, Capitulations. 
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Correspondence and Memoranda, March 26-September 2, 1922 


NO. AND NAME 


571 Mr. LINDLEY 
Athens 
Tel. unnumbered 


572 Sir H. Rumsoitp 
Constantinople 
No. 12 


573. Mr. LINDLEY 
Athens 
Tel. No. 108 


DATE 
Mar. 26 


Mar. 26 


Mar. 28 


MAIN SUBJECT 
Reports that M.F.A. has transmitted to 
Greek representative in Paris a Memo. 
raising certain points d@ propos of No. 560, 
Annex 3. 
Addressed to Paris: transmits message for 
Lord Curzon reporting that Grand Vizier, 
in reply to No. 560, Annex 3, states that 
proposal has been communicated to Mus- 
tafa Kemal Pasha and comments that no 
mention is made of evacuation of Thrace, 
including Constantinople. 
Reports that French Minister has com- 
municated to Greek Govt. Marshal Foch’s 
interpretation of Article 3 of Armistice 
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NO. AND NAME 


574 Sim H. Rumsoip 


Constantinople 
Tel. No. 178 


575 Mr. LINDLEY 


576 


577 


3578 


581 


Athens 
Tel. No. 110 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Athens 
Tel. No. 113 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Athens 
Tel. No. 114 


To Mr. LInDLEY 
Athens 
Tel. No. 57 


To Mr. LINDLEY 
Athens 
Tel. No. 59 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Athens 
Tel. No. 116 


DATE 


Mar. 28 


Mar. 29 


Mar. 30 


Mar. 31 


Mar. 31 


Apr. | 


Apr. 1 


Apr. 1 


MAIN SUBJECT 


(see No. 560, Annex 3) to effect that Greeks 
should remain in full force in Asia Minor 
during negotiations. 

Reports that French High Commissioner 
communicated Allied proposals to Grand 
Vizier and Nationalist Agent, emphasizing 
unity of Allies: Nationalist Agent ex- 
pressed view that Nationalists would ask 
for further extensions of territory in 
Thrace. 


(i) Reports that Greek Prime Minister and 
M.F.A., to whom French Minister had on 
Mar. 28 communicated Allied proposals, 
expressed gratitude to H.M.G. but stated 
that Greece could hardly justify sacrifice 
in Thrace without obtaining much more 
adequate guarantees for Christian minori- 
ties in Asia Minor, (ii) requests to be 
informed how to answer possible Greek 
enquiry concerning apparently conflicting 
views of armistice and allied proposals for 
evacuation. 


Refers to No. 575 and reports conversa- 
tion with General Danglis, M. Stratos, and 
M. Boussios, during which the last-named 
expressed view that demilitarization of 
Thrace placed it at the mercy of Bulgaria. 

Note 3. Mr. Lindley’s despatch No. 182 
of Apr. 6 describing debate in Greek 
Parliament. 


Refers to No. 576 and reports conversation 
with Prime Minister and M.F.A. who 
stated that they felt under no obligation 
to reply to Allied proposals until Turks 
accepted armistice. 

Instructs to make it clear to Greek Govt. 
that H.M.G. view Greek Nationalist 
movement in Asia Minor with the great- 
est disappointment and displeasure. 


Refers to No. 576 and instructs to point 
out to Greek Govt. that Allied proposals 
make special provision against danger 
from Bulgaria by allowing Greece to main- 
tain certain forces round Adrianople. 


Refers to No. 578: reports that M.F.A. 
stated that Greek Govt. disapproved of 
Greek Nationalist movement in Asia 
Minor and did not intend to reply to 
feeler from leaders who indicated they 
would drop their anti-dynastic attitude 
if Greek Govt. would support them. 


Reports that he emphasized to the Grand 
Vizier, who stated that Turks could not 
give up claim to Adrianople, that Allies 
were unanimous, adding that it is impor- 
tant to dispel idea that territorial proposals 
leave room for bargaining. 


C1x 


PAGE 


766 


766 


768 


769 


769 


77° 


770 


77 


582 To Sir H. Rumsoip 


583 


585 


586 


NO. AND NAME 


Constantinople 
Tel. No. 156 


Str H. RumsBo.p 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 194 


Sir H. RumsBoitp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 195 


Sir H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 196 


To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 120 

To Sir R. GRAHAM 
Rome 
Tel. No. 108 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Athens 
Tel. No. 129 


To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 123 

To Sir R. GRAHAM 
Rome 
Tel. No. 110 


DATE 
Apr. 4 


Apr. 5 


Apr. 5 


Apr. 5 


Apr. 7 


Apr. 7 


Apr. 8 


MAIN SUBJECT 
Refers to No. 581 and approves language 
held: informs that, though Greeks and 
Turks are invited to discuss proposals which 
may be modified or expanded in details, 
main outlines and principal issues are not 
matters for bargaining. 
Transmits condensed English version of 
message to Allied High Commissioners 
from Yussuf Kemal Bey, who states that 
while National Assembly accept proposed 
armistice in principle, they stipulate that 
evacuation of Asia Minor should begin as 
soon as armistice is concluded and should 
be completed within four months: message 
adds that if these conditions are accepted 
National Assembly will send delegates in 
three weeks’ time to discuss peace pro- 
posals of the Allied Powers. 

Note 5. Comments of the War Office 
upon this telegram. 
Refers to No. 583 and reports that he 
spoke to Nationalist agent on lines of 
formula in No. 561 and of No. 582: adds 
that proposal to divide armistice into two 
periods would not commend itself to the 
Greeks. 


Reports that Allied proposals were com- 
municated to the Grand Vizier and the 
Nationalist agent, both of whom were in- 
formed that the three weeks mentioned in 
connection with proposed Conference 
would run from Apr. 5: adds that Grand 
Vizier was informed that evacuation of 
Asia Minor was subject to acceptance of 
other proposals. 

Informs that H.M.G. concur in French 
Govt.’s reply to Angora representative at 
Constantinople to effect that evacuation 
may begin before expiration of a three 
months’ armistice provided substance of 
peace conditions has been accepted: and 
instructs to request French and Italian 
Govts. to communicate this reply to their 
representatives at Constantinople who 
should address to Angora identic answer 
to No. 583. 

Refers to No. 575 and reports that (i) on 
Apr. 6, three Allied Representatives pre- 
sented letter signed at Paris by three Min- 

isters for Foreign Affairs, (ii) he agreed 
with French Minister’s view that period of 
three weeks began on day when he com- 
municated telegram. 

Instructs to urge French and _ Italian 
Govts. to instruct their representatives at 
Constantinople and Athens to obtain 
early replies to Allied proposals. 
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594 


NO. AND NAME 


To Sm H. Rumspoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 163 


Sm H. RumsBoitp 
Constantinople 


No. 354 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Athens 
Tel. No. 135 


To Mr. Grecory 
0a 
Tel. No. 7 


Sm H. Rumsoitp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 203 


To Sm H. Rumsotp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 169 


595 To Sm H. Rumso.tp 


Constantinople 
Tel. No. 172 


596 Mr. LINDLEY 


Athens 
Tel. No. 139 


DATE 
Apr. 8 


Apr. 10 


Apr. 10 


Apr. 12 


Apr. 12 


Apr. 12 


Apr. 13 


Apr. 13 


MAIN SUBJECT 
Refers to No. 586 and authorizes, pro- 
vided colleagues are similarly instructed, 
addition to proposed reply to effect that 
demand for extension of armistice from 
three to four months is superfluous since it 
is automatically renewable until belliger- 
ents have accepted peace preliminaries. 


Transmits original of Constantinople 
Govt.’s reply to armistice proposal and to 
settlement proposed by Allied powers: re- 
ports that he spoke to M.F.A. in the 
sense of No. 586 and that M.F.A. explained 
that his Govt. objected to Constantinople 
as place for proposed Conference. 


Reports that M.F.A., when pressed in 
interests of Greece to make explicit accep- 
tance of Allied proposals (see No. 588, n. 
4), pointed out undesirability of common 
Turko-Bulgarian frontier and need for 
Greek reply to be acceptable to Greek 
Chamber. 


Message from Lord Curzon for Sir M. 
Hankey urging that no representations 
concerning new eastern settlement by 
Greek, Roumanian and Serbian represen- 
tatives at Genoa be encouraged or even 
admitted. 
Reports that (i) French High Commission- 
er produced » prepared in Paris, of 
reply to Angora Note of Apr. 5 (see No. 
583), (ii) this reply follows closely Nos. 586 
and 589, (iii) Italian High Commissioner 
objected to paragraph which appeared to 
demand acceptance of Allied proposals 
exactly as they stood as preliminary to 
armistice, (iv) French High Commissioner 
is referring proposed amendment of this 
paragragh to Paris. 


Transmits translation of French draft 
reply to Angora Govt.’s Note of Apr. 5 
(see No. 583) and instructs to concert with 

ied colleagues, when they are similarly 
instructed, to communicate this reply to the 


Angora Govt. 


Refers to No. 593 and instructs to obtain 
acceptance by Italian colleague of the 
French proposed reply (see No. 594) with 
the substitution, if both colleagues con- 
cur, of ‘points of detail’ for ‘special points’. 


Refers to No. 593 and expresses view that 
amended proposal is to be preferred: adds 
that Minister of War stated that Greek 
army would not consent to leave Asia 
Minor unless real protection for Christian 
population were provided. 
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598 
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601 


602 


603 


NO. AND NAME 


Sir H. RumsBo_tp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 206 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Athens 
Tel. No. 144 


To Sm H. RumsBorp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 174 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Athens 
Tel. No. 146 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Athens 
Tel. unnumbered 


Sir H. RumBoip 
Constantinople 
No. 216 


Sm H. RumBotp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 219 


Sr H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 220 


Sm H. RumBoip 
Constantinople 
No. 381 


DATE 
Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


Apr. 


14 


I5 


18 


20 


2! 


23 


23 


24 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Refers to No. 595 and reports that, al- 
though Allied High Commissioners agreed 
to sign the amended French draft reply, 
delivery of the Note is held up as Italian 
High Commissioner has received instruc- 
tions to suspend action. 

Note 2. Sir H. Rumbold’s tel. No. 207 of 
Apr. 15 reporting that Note has been 
signed. 


Reports that Italian Chargé d’Affaires 
informed M.F.A. that Italian Govt. had 
decided to evacuate Meander Valley and 
requested Greek Govt. not to occupy area 
until Italian troops had left. 


Transmits translation of French draft 
reply to Constantinople Govt.’s Note of 
Apr. 8 (see No. 590) stating that Allies 
are prepared to advance date of evacuation 
of Asia Minor as soon as peace conditions 
as a whole have been accepted. 


Reports that M.F.A. requests H.M.G. not 
to press for reply to peace proposals until 
Turks have accepted armistice. 


Reports conversation with M. Sterghiades 
who stated that there had been no dis- 
tribution of arms to population of Asia 
Minor. 

Note 3. Record of conversation of Apr. 
22 between Mr. Nicolson and Sir John 
Stavridis. 


Transmits General Harington’s request 
for information as to (i) material Greek 
army may remove from Asia Minor, (ii) 
arrangements to be made for demobiliza- 
tion of Turkish army, (iii) responsibility 
for payment of expenses of supervising 
Allied Missions and troops. 


Transmits substance of Yussuf Kemal 
Bey’s note of Apr. 22 in reply to Allied 
communication of Apr. 15 (see No. 597, 
n. 2): insists on necessity of commencing 
evacuation simultaneously with armistice 
and proposing verbal negotiations at 
Ismid on date to be fixed. 


Refers to No. 603 and expresses opinion 
that (i) in view of ambiguities in Turkish 
Note any French draft reply should be 
carefully scrutinized, (ii) in view of omis- 
sion of reference to participation by the 
Constantinople and Greek Govts. proposal 
for talks at Ismid appears to be a trap. 


Reports appointments of former Malta 
deportees to administrative posts by 
Angora Govt. 
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607 


610 


611 


612 


NO. AND NAME 


Mr. LINDSAY 
Foreign Office 


Sir H. RumBoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 224 


To Mr. Grecory 
Genoa 
Tel. No. 39 


To Mr. CHEETHAM 
Paris 
Tel. No. 152 

To Smr R. GRAHAM 
Rome 
Tel. No. 126 


Mr. Linpsay 
Foreign Office 


MArQuess Curzon 
Foreign Office 


To Sm H. RumsBoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 189 


I. XVI 


DATE 
Apr. 24 


Apr. 25 


Apr. 25 


Apr, 25 


Apr. 27 


Apr. 27 


Apr. 29 


MAIN SUBJECT PAGE 


Record of conversation with the Italian 792 
Ambassador and representative of the 
French Embassy, to whom it was explained 

that there must be three stages in Allied 
intervention: (i) acceptance of Armistice, 

(ii) acceptance of Allied proposals except 

for points of detail, (iii) conference. 


Reports that Allied High Commissioners, 
who discussed Yussuf Kemal Bey’s Note 
of Apr. 22 (see No. 603), are unable to 
agree whether or not Allied answer 
should leave door open for further dis- 
cussion: suggests that reply should state 
that explanations desired by Angora 
scarcely call for a meeting of plenipoten- 
tiaries. 

Expresses view that attempt to reopen at 
Genoa discussion of Eastern settlement 
would be unfortunate, and that an inter- 
view of M. Gounaris with P.M. would 
invalidate protests against underhand deal- 
ings made to French and Italians and would 
be inopportune at time H.M.G. is propos- 
ing reply (see No. 609) to Angora note of 
Apr. 22 (No. 603); suggests that if P.M. 
finds interview unavoidable he should 
advise M. Gounaris to expedite answer to 
Allied proposals and inform his French 
and Italian colleagues of what passes. 


Transmits draft of reply to Angora Note 795 
of Apr. 22 (see No. 603) explaining that 
Allied proposals must be considered as a 
whole, urging reply to armistice proposal, 

and suggesting Therapia as place for 
Conference. 


Record of conversation with Italian Am- 
bassador who (i) stated that Italy had no 
representative at Angora, (ii) emphatically 
denied report that Italy was evacuating 
Sokia and renouncing Tripartite Agrec- 
ment in return for economic concessions. 

Note 3. Extract of communication of 
Apr. 21 from Signor Schanzer. 


Note to the Italian Ambassador. Refers to 798 
No. 610, n. 3: expresses view that separate 
negotiations with Constantinople are not 
materially different from negotiations with 
Angora, since the aims of two Turkish 
parties are substantially identical: protests 

that signature of agreement will have ren- 
dered Turkish authorities more unwilling 

to accept terms offered by the Allies. 


Refers to No. 607 and states that No. 609 800 
will show that H.M.G. cannot give any 
encouragement to tactics which are 
obviously designed to wreck whole scheme 

for a settlement. 
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NO. AND NAME 
613 Mr. LINDLEY 
Athens 
No. 219 


614 Sir H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 233 


615 Lorp HArpINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 248 


616 Sm H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 236 


617 To Sm H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 193 


618 Sim H. Rumsotp 
Constantinople 
No. 413 


619 To Sm H. RumsBotp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 195 


620 Sir R. GRAHAM 
Rome 
Tel. No. 181 


621 Mr. GREGORY 
Genoa 
No. 152 


DATE 


Apr. 29 


Apr. 3o 


May 1 


May I 


May 3 


May 3 


May 4 


May 4 


May 4 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Reports conversation with M. Gounaris 
who stated that representatives of Asia 
Minor Greeks disclaiming any intention 
to take part in autonomous movement 
had come to Athens to offer services of 
Asia Minor Greeks to Greek authorities. 


Transmits summary of Constantinople 
Govt.’s reply accepting principle of Allied 
peace proposals (see No. 568, Annex 1) 
subject to discussion of special points, 1.e. 
the proposals themselves. 


Refers to No. 609 and states that M. 
Poincaré maintains that pourparlers prépara- 
toires at Ismid afford best chance of reach- 
ing a settlement. 


Refers to No. 611, n. 5 and reports that 
Italian High Commissioner states agree- 
ment (i) consists of note to himself, (ii) is 
little better than a scrap of paper, (iii) Is 
intended for internal consumption in 
Italy, (iv) is unknown to Angora Govt. 


States H.M.G.’s view that Allied High 
Commissioners should discuss in con- 
ference with Greeks and Turks means of 
putting Allied proposals into workable 
form, without departing from principle 
and substance, and should finally draw 
up scheme in treaty form for submission 
to the Supreme Council. 


Transmits copy of letter from local Greek 
Committee of National Defence protesting 
against decision of Powers to restore to 
Turkey territory in Greek occupation, and 
reports that arrangements are being made 
for Venizelist officers to take up posts in 
Greek army in Asia Minor. 


States H.M.G.’s view that it is undesirable 
to prepare scheme of evacuation until 
general settlement has been accepted, 
since this would suggest Allies are pre- 
pared to carry out evacuation apart from 
other proposals. 


Reports that Secretary-General of Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs, to whom he communi- 
cated No. 611, stated that M.F.A. was so 
engrossed in Genoa Conference that he had 
failed to realize importance of the Italo- 
Turkish agreement and had thought him- 
self covered by his conversation at Paris in 
March with Lord Curzon: adds that Secre- 
tary-General, having stated that agreement 
was made to satisfy Italian public opinion, 
asked what could be done to prevent 
misunderstanding from widening. 


Transmits tel. from P.M. to Mr. Chamber- 
lain stating that Signor Schanzer is deeply 
hurt by No. 611, and expressing view that 
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622 To Brimisy DELEGATION May 5 


AT GENOA 
Foreign Office 
No. 71 


623 Mr. Linnsay May 5 


Foreign Office 


624 Sm H. Rumsoip May 6 


Constantinople 
Tel. No. 237 


625 Mr. Linpsay May 6 


Foreign Office 


626 Sm H. Rumsoitp May 7 


Constantinople 
Tel. No. 238 


627 To Lorp Harpincz May 10 


Paris 
No. 1405 


628 To Sm H. Rusmsoip May 12 


Constantinople 
Tel. No. 205 


I. XV 


CXV 


MAIN SUBJECT 

allegation of Italy’s negotiating behind 
H.M.G.’s back is unfounded: requests that 
any communications from London to 
Italy, who is co-operating loyally in 
Genoa Conference, should be friendly and 
that answers given in Parliament should 
not be of character to alienate Italian 
opinion. 


Transmits tel. from Mr. Chamberlain to 
P.M. referring to No. 621 and stating that 
Italo-Turkish agreement increases Lord 
Curzon’s difficulties. 


Records conversation with Italian Am- 
bassador to whom he indicated that an 
answer to a Parliamentary Question to the 
effect that despite the Italo-Constantinople 
agreement the Italian Govt. had expressed 
categorically their firm intention to co- 
operate with their Allies in the Near East 
might possibly reduce tension : suggests that 
a communiqué on these lines should be is- 
sued to the Press. 


Reports that he informed Hamid Bey that 
protests against Greek atrocities did not 
come well from Angora Govt. 


Reports that in conversation with Italian 
Ambassador he refused to entertain 
suggestion that joint communiqué should 
be made to the Press, 


Reports that the Italian High Commis- 
sioner (i) made no communication until 
statement reported in No. 616, (ii) con- 
firmed that he was not instructed to make 
that statement, (iii) states that he has just 
been instructed to show the original. 

Note 4. Sir H. Rumbold’s despatch No. 
425 of May 7, giving his recollection of the 
terms of the Italo-Turkish Agreement. 


Instructs to invite the serious attention of 
the French Govt. to (i) delay in carrying 
out the Paris proposals (see No. 568, Annex 
1), (ii) Angora’s refusal to accept them, and 
to state that if the Paris plan is abandoned 
H.M.G. will have to deal with the matter 
in a different and independent way, the 
first step being publication of correspon- 
dence between the Allied Govts. and the 
Govts. of Athens, Angora, and Constanti- 
nople. 


Informs that H.M.G. is requesting Govts. 
of U.S.A., France, and Italy to instruct 
their High Commissioners at Constanti- 
nople to concert with British High Com- 
missioner in sending officers to investigate 
conduct of Angora authorities towards 
Christian minorities in the hinterland of 
Trebizond: adds that if Angora authorities 
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629 Mr. OLIPHANT 
Foreign Office 


630 Sm M. CHEETHAM 
Paris 


Tel. No. 277 


631 To Lorp HarpINcE 
Paris 


No. 1488 


632 Sm E. Crowe 
Foreign Office 


633 Sm H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 249 


634 To Sir H. Rumspoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 211 


May 12 


May 15 


May 17 


May 17 


May 18 


May 18 


MAIN SUBJECT 
refuse facilities H.M.G. will have to recon- 


_ sider their entire attitude towards Paris 


peace proposals. 

Letter to War Office stating that article 
of armistice forbidding reinforcement of 
armies is intended to prevent strengthening 

of forces in the field, and that it is not prac- 
ticable to control ports to prevent import 


of supplies. 


Refers to No. 627 and transmits copy of 
French Govt.’s reply of May 15 which (i) 
expresses view that omission from Angora 
Note of Apr. 22 (see No. 603) of any 
mention of Greece and Constantinople 
Govts. merely signifies that Angora Govt. 
are answering for themselves alone, and, 
(ii) proposes that three interested parties 
should be summoned immediately to meet 
Allied representatives on vessel of war 
near Ismid: adds that M. de Peretti 
stated that Count Sforza had expressed 
agreement with French point of view. 


Instructs to request French Govt. whether 
they concur in the following: (i) transfer of 
administration of Smyrna depends on 
acceptance of evacuation and not of 
armistice, (ii) premature to discuss whether 
transfer should be to Constantinople or 
Angora Govt., (iii) procedure of transfer 
to be agreed by representatives of the two 
belligerents in presence of Allies, (iv) al- 
though League of Nations Commissioners 
(see No. 562, Annex 2) should be on spot 
before evacuation begins they should have 
no duties until Turks have accepted pro- 
visions for safeguard of minorities, (v) 
reciprocal declaration of general amnesty 
should be incorporated in _belligerents’ 
agreement to be concluded before evacua- 
tion. 

Records that he expressed to Italian 
Ambassador H.M.G.’s view that M. 
Poincaré’s inclination (see No. 615) to 
accept Angora’s proposal to hold confer- 
ence at or near Ismid (see No. 603) was 
a breach of Paris agreement and asked 
whether H.M.G. could depend on the 
support of the Italian Govt.: Ambassador 
stated he would endeavour to induce his 
Govt. to support H.M.G. and would tele- 
graph Rome for a definite pronouncement. 


Refers to No. 628 and reports that Allied 
High Commissioners have agreed it 
would be desirable to send inter-Allied 
Commission into Greek-occupied territory. 
Requests views on French plan for preli- 
minary meeting of Allies and belligerents 
at Ismid (see No. 630). 
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NO. AND NAME 


To Sir H. RumsBoitp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 214 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Athens 
No. 255 


Sir E. CRowe 
Foreign Office 


Sir H. RumsBoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 253, Part 1 


Srr H. Rumpoitp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 253, Part 2 


DATE 


May 19 


May 20 


May 20 


May 22 


May 23 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Refers to No. 602 and states (i) H.M.G. 
agree that Greeks may remove what they 
have put into the country, (ii) H.M.G. 
are alive to necessity for Turkish demobili- 
zation, (111) F.O. is consulting Treasury. 


Reports on the situation in Greece: sug- 
gests that final effort be made to obtain co- 
operation of France and Italy in intimating 
to Kemalists that if they do not accept terms 
their ports will be blockaded and support 
will be given to the Greek forces: adds that 
if it is not possible to take strong line with 
Kemalists then Greek Govt. should be 
informed accordingly without delay. 


Letter to Italian Ambassador stating that 
H.M.G. (i) have no record of any decision 
at Paris to reserve new draft clause con- 
cerning concessions (see No. 566, Annex 1) 
for subsequent communication to the 
Turks, (ii) have agreed with the French 
Govt. that texts of all resolutions be com- 
municated as soon as armistice had been 
accepted. 


Refers to No. 634 and states (i) French 
Govt. will tend to advocate surrender to 
Kemalists at every stage of negotiations, 
(2) it is impossible to count on Italian solid- 
arity over a long period, (3) Italian High 
Commissioner is opposed to negotiations 
at Ismid, (4) negative results of Genoa 
Conference will only strengthen relations 
between Angora and Moscow, (5) attitude 
of H.M.G. regarding atrocities is stiffening 
Kemalists in their hostility towards Great 
Britain, (6) Constantinople Govt. object 
to negotiations at Ismid, (7) only objects 
H.M.G. can hope to secure are to avoid 
rupture with France and to prevent Allies 
from throwing responsibility for rupture 
with Kemalists on H.M.G., (8) meeting 
on warship near Ismid preferable to meet- 
ing on shore but there are serious objections. 


Continuation of No. 638. (9) everyone 
would be relieved to see H.M.G. bear 
onus of refusing proposal for conference 
on a warship near Ismid, (10) preliminary 
meeting is perhaps now unavoidable but 
its first object should be to clear up expres- 
sion ‘special point’ (see Nos. 593, 594), 
(11) preliminary meeting might be held 
near Constantinople and formal consent 
to armistice (cf. No. 609) might be waived, 
(12) should be made clear that acceptance 
by Govts. of Constantinople, Athens and 
Angora is essential and that Allies must 
stand loyally by Powers’ proposals, (13) 
in last resort conference on warship, pre- 
ferably Italian, might be accepted, (14) 
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640 Mr. OLIPHANT 
Foreign Office 


641 Mr. OLIPHANT 
Foreign Office 


642 Sir E. Crowe 
Foreign Office 


643. Mr. OLIPHANT 
Foreign Office 


644 To Sir H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 230 


645 To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
No. 1720 


DATE 


May 25 


May 25 


May 25 


May 31 


June 5 


June 7 


MAIN SUBJECT 


independent British action (see No. 627) 
might take form of using Constantinople 
Govt. as counterpoise to Kemalists, (15) 
atrocities question should be handled 
separately from peace negotiations, (16) 
H.M.G. should not be influenced by resist- 
ance movement at Smyrna (see No. 618) 
and political changes in Greece (see No. 
634, n. 12). 

Note 7. Minute of May 25 by Lord 
Curzon. 


Letter to French Ambassador concurring 
in French Govt.’s proposal that Allied 
Commission should investigate atrocities 
alleged to have been committed by Greeks 
in the Smyrna zone. 


Letter to the Admiralty stating that fears 
entertained by Admiral de Robeck regard- 
ing the Straits seem to be unfounded in view 
of the provisions made at Paris for attaching 
inspecting officers to the Allied garrison 
and maintaining Allied warships. 
Record of conversation with M. Venizelos 
who (i) stated that the Nationalists, after 
occupying Smyrna, would turn against 
the Allies and attempt to re-establish the 
Turkish Empire, (ii) advocated establish- 
ment of local gendarmerie in areas from 
Smyrna to Ismid inhabited by Christians, 
(ill) expressed view that a single com- 
mission of enquiry should investigate 
alleged Greek and Turkish atrocities only 
in those areas where no hostilities had 
taken place. 

Note 3. Minute of May 25 by Lord 
Curzon. 


Letter to War Office stating that it is 
hoped to obtain from French and Italian 
Govts. a declaration that Allied generals in 
Constantinople are the Allied organization 
referred to in the French text of the Paris 
resolutions respecting evacuation (see 
No. 570, n. 2). 


Requests recommendations on admini- 
strative problems concerned with the two 
commissions of enquiry into atrocities: 
points out advantages of American Govt.’s 
recommendation that the two commissions 
should present joint report and interchange 
officers. 


Transmits for M. Poincaré memo. in reply 
to French Note of May 15 (see No. 630), 
expressing (i) H.M.G.’s astonishment at 
French Govt’s readiness to accept the 
breach of Paris Agreement implied in 
Angora’s proposal for conference at Ismid, 
(ii) view that the only alternatives would 
seem to be reiteration of Paris proposals 
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646 To Lorp HarpINGcE 
Paris 
No. 1730 


647 Lorp HArRDINGE 
Paris 
No. 1383 


Sm H. RumBoip 
Constantinople 
No. 538 


648 


649 To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
No. 1785 


650 To Sm R. GRAHAM 
Rome 
No. 810 


651 To Mr. LinDLey 
Athens 
Tel. No. 115 


To Sm H. Rumso.tp 


Constantinople 
Tel. No. 238 


652 


DATE 


June 8 


June 10 


June 13 


June 13 


June 14 


June 15 


June 15 


MAIN SUBJECT 


or liquidation of the Paris plan and publi- 
cation of entire correspondence, (iii) hope 
that M. Poincaré will accept the former 
alternative. 


Refers to No. 645 and states, for private 
information only, that H.M.G. are con- 
templating, in the event of abandonment of 
Paris plan, an early convocation of the 
more important signatories of the Treaty 
of Sévres for purpose of further search for 
solution of the Near East question. 


Explains why it would be advisable for 
the Conference of Ambassadors at Paris 
rather than the Allied Military Committee 
of Versailles to be entrusted with Allied 
supervision of the evacuation of Smyrna. 


Reports that a committee of Allied repre- 
sentatives which met on May 27 to discuss 
question of reorganization of civil admini- 
stration in evacuated territory (see No. 
631) disagreed regarding role of Allies, 
and that a special meeting of Allied High 
Commissioners and Generals on June 9 
decided to refer this question to their 
Govts. 


Instructs to inform French Govt. that 
H.M.G. (i) agree that period to be covered 
by enquiry commissions (see No. 644) 
should be limited to one year, (ii) main- 
tain objections to reinvestigation of pre- 
vious excesses, (ili) wish to point out that 
U.S. Govt. agreed to participate only 
on condition that commissions were con- 
fined to fact finding, (iv) propose that com- 
missioners be appointed by the four High 
Commissioners at Constantinople acting 
in concert. 


Reports that Italian ambassador informed 
him that Signor Schanzer might visit Lon- 
don to discuss an arrangement on the lines 
of the Tripartite Agreement for close co- 
operation with H.M.G., particularly in the 
Eastern Mediterranean; states that he 
gained the impression that Italian Govt. 
wanted an answer to charge that Italy’s 
position in this area was worse after 
victorious war than before it. 


Instructs not to encourage at the moment 
Greco-Kemalist negotiations. 


Calls attention to conditions mentioned 
in No. 644 for just comparison between 
Greek and Turkish atrocities and states that 
no direct notification of the commission has 
been made from London to Angora autho- 
rities, it being presumed that High 
Commissioners were preparing such 
notification. 
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661 


NO. AND NAME 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Athens 
Tel. No. 219 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Athens 
Tel. No. 220 


Sm H. RumBoi_p 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 280 


Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
No. 1437 


To Sm M. CHEETHAM 


Paris 


No. 1872 


Mr. OLIPHANT 
Foreign Office 


To Sir R. GRAHAM 


Rome 
Tel. No. 170 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Athens 
Tel. No. 227 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Athens 
No. 321 


DATE 


June 16 


June 16 


June 17 


June 17 


June 20 


June 21 


June 22 


June 23 


June 23 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Reports that M.F.A. (i) promised to bring 
reported Greek bombardment of Samsun 
to notice of Council of Ministers at once, 
(ii) stated that munitions were reaching 
Kemalists through Mediterranean port. 


Expresses view that it will be difficult to 
get the Greek Govt. to accept the Paris 
proposals without a threat of force. 


Refers to No. 652 and suggests that French 
Govt. be urged to send definite instructions 
to French High Commissioner to join in 
notification to Angora. 


Transmits French Govt.’s Note of June 16 
in reply to No. 645 and reports French 
proposal for conference between Allies 
and belligerents at which peace conditions 
could be discussed and explained: ex- 
presses view that this proposal offers better 
chance of success than either of H.M.G.’s 
proposals. 

Note 3. Minute of June 21 by Sir E. Crowe 
expressing view that, as H.M.G. are 
powerless to take strong action, French 
proposal should be accepted on certain 
conditions. 


Instructs to inform the French Govt. that 
H.M.G. agree to French and Italian view 
that text of resolution concerning conces- 
sions (see No. 637) should not be communi- 
cated to Turkey with other resolutions. 


Letter to French Ambassador transmitting 
text of five paragraphs omitted from the 
French version of the Paris resolutions 
(see No. 570) and asking for assurance of 
French Govt. that organe interallié is the 
committee of Allied Generals at Constan- 
tinople acting, where necessary, in concert 
with committee of Allied Admirals. 


Informs of discussion of Turkish question 
with M. Poincaré in London on June 19 
when it was decided that, as no further 
discussion should take place without 
Signor Schanzer being present, Inter- 
Allied Conference should be held at end of 
July or early August: adds that it was felt 
to be essential to hold impartial investiga- 
tion of alleged atrocities as soon as possible. 


Refers to No. 653 and reports that M.F.A. 
stated (i) that no more towns would be 
bombarded unless military considerations 
made it necessary, (ii) that it was intolerable 
that French and Italian Govts. denied the 
Greeks the right of search. 


Reports that he informed M.F.A. in sense 
of No. 659: expresses view (1) that Greek 
Govt. might decide to evacuate Asia 
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NO. AND NAME 


Sim H. RumsBoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 283 


Sir H. RumsBovp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 286 


Sir H. RumBowip 
Constantinople 


No. 573 


Sir H. RumBotp 
Constantinople 


No. 574 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Athens 
Tel. No. 229 


Sir H. RumMBo.p 
Constantinople 
No. 580 


To Lorp HaArRpDINGE 
Paris 
No. 1973 

To Sm R. GRAHAM 
Rome 
No. 864 


Sm H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 289 


To Mr. LINDLEY 
Athens 
Tel. No. 125 


DATE 


June 24 


June 24 


June 26 


June 26 


June 27 


June 27 


June 28 


June 29 


June 29 


MAIN SUBJECT 

Minor, (ii) that, if this entailed British 
evacuation of Constantinople, Greeks 
would probably occupy the city. 


Transmits summary of Angora Note pro- 
testing against Greek bombardment of 
Samsoun (see No. 653) and against use of 
Constantinople by Greeks as naval base, 
and complaining of failure of Allied 
Powers to observe strict neutrality. 


Refers to No. 662, states that he always 
regretted neutrality declaration was not ex- 
tended to logical conclusion, and suggests 
that position should be reviewed if Near 
Eastern Conference is held at the end of 
July. 

Reports that he informed M.F.A. that (i) 
Nationalists, who were principally to blame 
for delays in negotiations, had introduced 
a fresh element by their wholesale depor- 
tations of Christian populations, (ii) 
H.M.G. were opposed to preliminary 
meeting with Nationalists at Ismid. 


Suggests it would be inappropriate to 
communicate portions of Smyrna despatch 
of May 16 asa reply to Yussuf Kemal Bey’s 
protest of April 30 (see No. 624) and that it 
would be better to say that allegations 
contained in protest have been noted and 
will be brought to attention of Commission 
of Enquiry in Anatolia. 


Refers to No. 622 and expresses view that 
answer to be returned to Kemaalists will have 
important effect on decisions to be taken 
in Athens: adds that he can give no advice 
to M. Sterghiades without engaging respon- 
sibility of H.M.G. to some extent. 


Reports press interview given by Colonel 
Mougin. 


Refers to No. 631 and instructs to inform 
French and Italian Govts. of change in 
H.M.G.’s views regarding part to be 
played by Allies in transfer of civil admini- 
stration to the Turks: H.M.G.’s view now 
is that Allies have some responsibility 
for appointment of new administration 
and for ensuring that it works (cf. No. 648). 


Refers to No. 651, n. 1 and reports (i) 
Greek High Commissioner’s statement that 
Turkish ex-minister had suggested conclu- 
sion of peace between Sultan and Greece, 
(ii) his reply that it would be unwise to 
attach importance to declarations of this 
ex-minister. 


Refers to No. 666 and instructs that, though 
H.M.G. cannot take responsibility for 
advising Greek Govt. on question of 
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NO. AND NAME 


To Sir M. CHEETHAM 
Paris 


No. 1995 


To Str M. CHEETHAM 
Paris 
Tel. No. 216 


To Sm H. RumBo.tp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 261 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Athens 


No. 334 


EARL OF BALFOUR 
Foreign Office 


To Sir M. CHEETHAM 
Paris 
No. 2035 


Mr. HENDERSON 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 300 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Athens 
Tel. No. 241 


To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
No. 2116 


DATE 


June 29 


June 30 


June jo 


June jo 


July 3 


July 5 


July 7 


July 7 


July 7 


MAIN SUBJECT 


evacuation or retirement to shorter 
line, M. Sterghiades should be assured 
that H.M.G.’s attitude to Greece has not 
changed. 


Refers to No. 647 and asks for views 
whether, with regard to Greek evacuation 
of Asia Minor, Commander-in-Chief, 
Constantinople, should communicate with 
Allied Military Committee of Versailles. 


Instructs to inform French Govt. that 
H.M.G. agree that Commissions of 
Enquiry take as starting-point June 3, 
1921 and that unpublished results of Ismid 
enquiry of June 1921 (see Nos, 267, 283, 
289) be taken into account. 


Requests observations on French proposal 
that Commissions of Enquiry should be 
composed of neutral delegates or represen- 
tatives of the International Red Cross. 
Note 4. Constantinople tel. No. 298 of 
July 2 giving observations. 
Reports conversation with M. Sterghiades 
who gave his personal views of difficulties 
involved in shortening the Greek line 
in Anatolia. 


Letter to Sir L. Worthington-Evans 
expressing view that so long as any attempt 
is made to pursue Paris plan, British garri- 
son should be retained in Constantinople. 
Transmits Memo. of July 5 in reply to 
French Note of June 16 (see No. 656) 
stating that H.M.G. are prepared to 
withdraw objection to preliminary confer- 
ence provided (i) Allied Govts. exchange 
formal assurances they will abide by 
Paris resolutions, (ii) conference be held 
at Beicos or convenient spot near Con- 
stantinople, (iii) Allied Govts. recognize 
Greek right of visit and search, (iv) Allied 
Govts. agree not to exclude possibility of 
strengthening provisions for safeguarding 
minorities. 

Reports that Hamid Bey expressed view 
that Turks and Greeks should be invited 
to proposed Conference in London at the 
end of July. 


Reports that M.F.A. (i) stated that Greek 
Govt. were studying means of dealing 
blow to Kemalists, (ii) pointed out that no 
progress had been made in international 
situation since last October, (iii) requested 
that H.M.G. would frankly tell Greece 
what she was expected to do and state 
what support she would obtain in doing It. 


Refers to No. 668, n. 6, and instructs to act 
on instructions in No. 668. 
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NO. AND NAME 


Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 


No. 1583 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Athens 
Tel. No. 244 


To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
No. 2175 


To Lorp HarRDINGE 
Paris 
No. 2174 


Mr. OLIPHANT 
Foreign Office 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Athens 
Tel. No. 250 


To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
No. 2212 


Sir M. CHEETHAM 
Paris 
Tel. No. 370 


To Sm M. CHEETHAM 


Paris 
Tel. No. 236 


DATE 


July 7 


July 8 


July 12 


July 12 


July 13 


July 14 


July 14 


July 15 


July 16 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Refers to No. 676 and reports that M. 
Poincaré stated (i) that it would be diffi- 
cult for the French and impossible for the 
Italians to accept Greek right of visit and 
search, (ii) that it was not logical to allow 
private firms to supply both belligerents 
and to facilitate interception of supplies in 
question. 


Refers to No. 678 and states that M. 
Sterghiades’s plan for establishing autono- 
mous zone on Mediterranean seaboard of 
Asia Minor under sovereignty of Sultan 
should be given serious consideration. 


Refers to No. 671 and instructs to propose 
to French Govt. that military questions 
should be referred to Allied Military Com- 
mittee of Versailles and political questions 
to Allied representatives at Constantinople. 


Transmits copy of No. 667; instructs to 
bring it to attention of French Govt. and 
to request that an immediate enquiry be 
made. 


Letter to War Office accepting their view 
that, as information was obtained from 
very secret source, no _ representations 
should be made to French and Italian 
Govts. concerning supply of arms to 
Kemalists. 

Note 1. Statement of arms and ammuni- 
tion reaching Anatolian ports between May 
I, 1921, and May 25, 1922. 


Reports that M.F.A. stated (i) that Greek 
Cabinet had decided to keep Greek forces 
in Asia Minor for time being and to re- 
organize zone terminating at Smyrna 
and Panderma, (ii) that M. Sterghiades 
will not use word autonomy in making 
announcement, (ili) that there has never 
been a question of proclaiming annexation. 


Refers to Nos. 680 and 676 and instructs 
to point out to M. Poincaré that attitude 
of French Govt. towards Greek right of 
search is contrary to rules governing naval 
warfare and conforms to Germany’s view 
in the late war. 

Note 3. Private letter of July 14 from Sir 
E. Crowe to Lord Hardinge transmitting 
further instructions from Ear! of Balfour. 


Reports that he is suspending action on 
No. 686 until M. Poincaré’s Memo. of July 
13 (see No. 699, n. 1) has been studied. 


Refers to No. 687 and instructs to take 
action without further delay, explaining 
to M. Poincaré that instructions were sent 
before receipt of his Memo. 
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695 


NO. AND NAME 


Sir M. CHEETHAM 
Paris 


Tel. No. 375 


To Mr. HENDERSON 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 273 


Mr. HENDERSON 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 313 


Mr. HENDERSON 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 314 


Mr. LINDLEY 
Athens 
Tel. No. 257 


Str M. CHEETHAM 
Paris 
No. 1735 


To Mr. LInDLEy 
Athens 
No. 506 


Mr. HENDERSON 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 316 


697 Mr. BENTINCK 


Athens 
Tel. No. 262 


DATE 


July 17 


July 18 


July 22 


July 23 


July 23 


July 24 


July 24 


July 27 


July 27 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Reports conversation with M. de Peretti 
who, while admitting H.M.G.’s interpre- 
tation of international law regarding right 
of search was correct, stated that applica- 
tion of strict theory was prejudicial to 
Turks and would therefore throw them into 
the arms of the Soviets. 


Instructs him to state, if questioned by 
Hamid Bey, that participation of Greek 
and Turkish delegates in conversations in 
London has never been contemplated. 


Reports that he informed French and 
Italian High Commissioners that alleged 
Greek plan for occupation of Constanti- 
nople was hardly practical politics and that 
Greeks had probably spread the rumours 
to embarrass the Kemalists. 


Refers to No. 690 and suggests that, in 
event of Mustafa Kemal’s refusal of 
Beicos as meeting place for conference, a 
conference should be held in Constantino- 
ple with Greek and Constantinople Govts. 
only. 

‘Note 3. F.O. tel. No. 280 of July 27 
deprecating sounding of Constantinople 
Govt. on these lines. 


Reports M.F.A.’s statement that Greek 
Govt. contemplated reassuming liberty of 
action: adds that it is likely Greek Govt. 
may take action calculated to raise near 
Eastern question in acute form. 


Refers to No. 683 and reports that M. 
Poincaré replied that Colonel Mougin’s 
simple expressions of courtesy had been 
distorted. 


Instructs to make serious, though friendly, 
representations to Greek Govt. concerning 
need of discretion in naval activities in 
Constantinople zone and advisability of 
withdrawing their troops from Turco-Greek 
frontier in Thrace. 


Refers to No. 691 and states that he and 
General Harington consider it desirable 
that H.M.G. should give definite ex- 
pression of views as to action to be taken 
by British forces in the event of Greek 
entry into the neutral zone or attempt to 
occupy Constantinople: adds that, since 
advance into neutral zone in Thrace 
might provoke Kemalist move in Ismid, 
it might be desirable to obtain from 
French Govt. a guarantee of reciprocal 
co-operation. 


Reports that M.F.A. communicated Note 
stating that Greek Govt. (i) is not respon- 
sible for prolongation of conflict, (ii) is 
obliged to consider best measures for 
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NO. AND NAME 


Mr. BENTINCK 
Athens 
Tel. No. 263 


DATE 


July 27 


699 To Sir M. CueetHam = July 27 


700 


701 


702 


703 


7104 


105 


Paris 
No. 2359 


To Mr. BEenTINCK 
Athens 
Tel. No. 142 


Mr. BENTINCK 
Athens 
Tel. No. 268 


THe Ear. or BALFouR 
Foreign Office 


Mr. BEentTINCcK 
Athens 
Tel. No. 269 


Mr. HENDERSON 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 322 


To Mr. Bentinck 
Athens 
Tel. No. 146 


July 28 


July 28 


July 28 


July 29 


July 29 


July 29 


MAIN SUBJECT 
putting end to conflict, (iii) will always be 
ready to examine peace proposals in com- 
mon with Allied Govts. 

Refers to No. 697 and reports that, as 
M.F.A. would not explain phrase ‘measures 
for putting an end to the conflict’, he 
reminded him of warning given previous 
year (see No. 330) that Greek attack on 
Constantinople would not be tolerated. 


Transmits, in reply to French Note, of 
July 13, Memo. pointing out (i) meeting 
now proposed, unlike that envisaged at 
Paris, is not preceded by armistice, and 
participants are not bound by the Paris 
proposals, (ii) its purpose is to persuade 
belligerents to accept those proposals, (iii) 
there can be no negotiations until peace 
conditions are accepted in principle, (iv) 
H.M.G. cannot accept a meeting on 
Nationalist territory, (v) H.M.G. cannot 
accept French view of resolution of Aug. 
10, 1921 (see No. 345), (vi) H.M.G. must 
insist on adequate protection for minorities. 


Instructs to point out to M.F.A. that 
Greek advance on Constantinople would 
be resisted by Allied Forces and that, as 
H.M.G. hope shortly to invite Greek Govt. 
to send delegates to a conference, any 
precipitate action is highly undesirable. 


Reports that Greek troops in Thrace have 
been reinforced. 


Telegram to M. Karakhan answering 
Soviet Govt.’s protest against action of 
Greek fleet in the Black Sea and stating that 
pending new international arrangements 
the Straits are open to warships of all 
nations, except in so far as this may be 
incompatible with armistice of Oct. 1918 
with Turkey. 

Note 2. M. Karakhan’s tel. of July rg. 


Refers to No. 697 and reports receipt of 
Greek Note of July 16/29 stating that 
Greek Govt. have come to conclusion that 
only occupation of Constantinople will 
bring about peace: adds that he reminded 
M.F.A. of conversation reported in No. 698. 


Reports that French High Commissioner 
has received instructions requesting es- 
tablishment of commissions of enquiry. 

Note 3. Draft of proposed communica- 
tion of Allied High Commissioners to Govts. 
of Greece and Angora regarding com- 
missions of enquiry. 


Refers to No. 703 and expresses astonish- 
ment that Greek Govt. should have put 
forward request to occupy Constantinople. 
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713 


NO. AND NAME 
Mr. BENTINCK 
Athens 
Tel. No. 271 


Mr. BENTINCK 
Athens 
Tel. No. 273 


Mr. HENDERSON 
Constantinople 


Tel. No. 323 


Mr. BENTINCK 
Athens 
Tel. No. 274 


Mr. BEeNnTINCK 
Athens 
Tel. No. 275 


Sm H. RumMBo.Lp 
Constantinople 


Tel. No. 324 


Mr. BEeNTINCK 
Athens 
Tel. No. 278 


Mr. BenTINCK 
Athens 
Tel. No. 280 


DATE 
July 29 


July 29 


July 30 


July 30 


July 30 


July 31 


July 31 


July 31 


MAIN SUBJECT 
Refers to No. 700, n. 5 and reports that 
M.F.A. stated that Greek forces would 
not enter neutral zone without consent of 
Allies. 

Refers to No. 700 and reports action taken: 
adds that M.F.A. seemed relieved at 
decided attitude taken by H.M.G. 


Reports (i) that General Harington takes 
serious view of situation, (ii) that French 
and Italian High Commissioners request 
approach to Govts. to suggest that Greek 
ships either be asked to leave Constanti- 
nople or be held as hostages against act of 
aggression: adds that he warned Greek 
Chargé d’Affaires against precipitate 
action: suggests precise and definite warn- 
ing be given at Athens. 


Reports action taken on No. 705, adding 
that M.F.A. stated he understood situation 


perfectly. 


Reports that M.F.A. stated that proc- 
lamation published by Greek High 
Commissioner at Smyrna will be published 
in Athens (cf. No. 685). 


Refers to No. 708: reports that in view 
of assurances in No. 706 he has opposed 
General Harington’s suggestion that Greek 
ships be ordered to remain at anchorage, 
that all movements of Greek troops be- 
tween Mudania and Rodosto be stopped, 
and that Allied warships should make de- 
monstration on flank of Thracian front, 
since these measures might only force the 
issue to be avoided: adds that French 
suggestion to request Greek Govt. to 
withdraw troops some distance from 
frontier might be desirable. 

Note 4. Private letter of Aug. 8 from Sir 
H. Rumbold to Mr. Oliphant. 


Refers to No. 711 and expresses agree- 
ment with views of Sir H. Rumbold: adds 
that there is no need to exact guarantees 
from Greek Govt. who appear to be ready 
to follow advice of H.M.G., but that 
nevertheless situation will not permit 
Greek Govt. to wait indefinitely for a 
settlement. 


Refers to No. 709 and reports that he asso- 
ciated himself with his French and Italian 
colleagues in informing Greek Govt. that 
Allied Govts. must refuse to take measures 
requested (see No. 703), and in suggesting 
to M.F.A. that Greek troops should be 
praia from frontier to avoid any inci- 
ent. 
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714 To Sm H. Rumsoip 


715 


716 


717 


718 


719 


720 


721 


NO. AND NAME 


Constantinople 
Tel. No. 290 


Mr. BENTINCK 
Athens 
Tel. No. 281 


Mr. BENTINCK 
Athens 
Tel. No. 283 


Sm H. RumBoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 331 


ForEIGN OFFICE 


Mr. BEentTINckK 
Athens 
No. 400 


Mr. BENTINCK 
Athens 
Tel. No. 289 


Mr. BEnTINCcK 
Athens 
Tel. No. 298 


DATE 
Aug. I 


Aug. 2 


Aug. 2 


Aug. 3 


Aug. 3 


Aug. 3 


Aug. 4 


Aug. 4 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Refers to No. 711 and states (i) that while 
H.M.G. approve all preparations to repel 
any attack, they deprecate any demon- 
stration or the exaction of severe guarantees, 
(ii) that there is no objection to requesting 
Greek troops to withdraw from the 
frontier. 


Reports that he has handed to M.F.A. 
an urgent note and telegram from General 
Harington concerning Greek reconnais- 
sance of Allied front. 

Note 1. General Harington’s telegram of 
Aug. 1 to War Office reporting Greek 
reconnaissance of Allied front. 

Note 2. Sir H. Rumbold’s telegram No. 
332 of Aug. 3 reporting frontier incident 
of Aug. 1 in which three Greeks were 
killed by Turkish gendarmerie. 


Refers to No. 715 and reports M.F.A.’s 
statement concerning steps taken by Greek 
authorities to prevent frontier incidents: 
adds that Minister of War has promised to 
show him result of enquiry he has ordered. 

Note 2. Mr. Bentinck’s telegrams No. 285 
of Aug. 3 and No. 291 of Aug. 4 communi- 
cating results of Minister of War’s enquiry. 


Transmits substance of draft note which 
Allied Admirals propose to send to Greek 
Admiral should Greek troops cross bound- 
ary of neutral zone, detailing measures to 
be taken against Greek ships. 


Letter to the Admiralty expressing opinion 
that naval authorities at Constantinople 
and in the Mediterranean should not adopt 
any drastic or dramatic action but should 
be warned to make quietly what prepara- 
tions they can to meet any emergency 
which may arise. 


Transmits copies of (i) a third note from 
M.F.A. stating that refusal of Allies (see 
No. 713) to allow Greeks to occupy Con- 
stantinople is an obstacle to decisive action 
by Greeks to end the war, (ii) memo. 
handed to M. Baltatzis on July 29 (see No. 
707). 
Reports (i) M.F.A.’s statement that if 
owers had shown united front and 
stopped supplies reaching Kemalists, 
moral effect of this would have brought 
about peace without use of force by Allies, 
(ii) statement of M. Stratos’s secretary that, 
if Powers did not take serious measures to 
end intolerable situation in two months, 
Greeks would march on Constantinople. 


Refers to No. 717 and expresses view that 
no naval or military measures should be 
taken which might imply mistrust of 
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7122 


7123 


712A 


126 


7127 


7128 


729 


NO. AND NAME 


Mr. BENTINCK 
Athens 
Tel. No. 299 


Mr. OLIPHANT 
Foreign Office 


Mr. OLIPHANT 
Foreign Office 


Mr. BENTINCK 
Athens 
Tel. No. 306 


Mr. BENTINCK 
Athens 
Tel. No. 302 


Mr. BENTINCK 
Athens 
Tel. No. 307 


To Sir H. Rumsoitp 
Constantinople 


Tel. No. 307 


Sir H. RumsBoip 
Constantinople 


Tel. No. 340 


DATE 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Aug. 


Aug. 


10 


MAIN SUBJECT 


M.F.A.’s assurances or appear to exaggerate 
gravity of situation: expresses fear that 
French may be seeking pretext for trouble, 
possibly in hope of embroiling British with 
Greeks. 

Informs that Minister of War has tele- 
graphed to C. in C. instructing him to 
accept proposal for neutral zone between 
armies, and to retire in accordance with 
General Harington’s suggestion. 


Letter to Italian Ambassador stating that 
H.M.G. (i) agree that offensive demon- 
strations (see No. 714) should not be autho- 
rized in the present circumstances and that 
Turkish troops should not be used for the 
defence of Constantinople, (ii) consider 
that Greek Govt. are entitled to adopt any 
administration they consider suitable in 
occupied territory, but are precluded 
from initiating a permanent regime. 


Letter to the French Ambassador stating 
that H.M.G. (i) do not favour offensive 
demonstrations (see No. 714), (ii) agree 
that use of Turkish troops in Constantinople 
might be dangerous, (iii) would have no 
objection to Greeks being requested to 
withdraw troops from frontier, (iv) consider 
that Greek Govt. are entitled to administer 
occupied territory but not to institute a 
definite regime. 


Transmits substance of Greek Note of 
Aug. 4 asking for H.M.G.’s support in a 
fresh attempt to raise a loan in London 
and pointing out that Greece can no 
longer carry on war, as she must if negotia- 
tions fail again, without a loan. 


Refers to No. 721 and reports that Greek 
General Vlachopoulos has been instructed 
to accept proposal that each side should 
retreat 30 kilometres behind frontier, and 
to take necessary steps to carry it out. 


Reports that great joy has been created by 
British Prime Minister’s speech of Aug. 4. 

Note 5. Mr. Lindley’s account in his 
Annual Report 1922 of ‘Mr. Lloyd 
George’s Speech on August 4, and what 
led up to it’. 


Requests views on French proposal that 
preliminary meeting should take place in 
Rhodes, or a Swiss or North Italian town. 


Expresses view that demand should not 
be made for dismissal of Turkish Minister 
of War for traffic in surrendered war 
material, which is connived at by Allies. 

Note 4. Tel. of Aug. 18 from General 
Harington to War Office reporting conver- 
sation with Minister of War on this subject. 
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730 To Sm H. Rumsoip 


731 


7137 


NO. AND NAME 


Constantinople 
Tel. No. 308 


To Sm A. GEppgs 
Washi 
Tel. No. 249 

To Sm R. GRAHAM 
Rome 
Tel. No. 220 


To Mr. BENTINCK 
Athens 
Tel. No. 165 


Sm H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 343 


Sm H. RumBoitp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 348 


To Sm M. CHEETHAM 


Paris 
No. 2551 


Mr. BEnTINCcCK 
Athens 
No. 428 


To Lorp HarpIncE 
Paris 
No. 2606 


DATE 
Aug. 10 


Aug. 12 


Aug. 12 


Aug. 13 


Aug. 14 


Aug. 15 


Aug. 15 


Aug. 18 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Refers to No. 728 and states that French 
Govt. (i) favour earliest possible meeting 
of ‘preliminary conference’ which, if it 
succeeds, would turn into conference 
foreshadowed at Paris, (ii) would accept any 
arrangement for the Greek right of search 
which would hold balance equal between 
two sides, (iii) consider it necessary to 
enforce rules of neutrality in the Straits, 
(iv) hold the view that it would be pre- 
mature to strengthen the minorities 
clauses. 


Reports that Red Cross have agreed to 
despatch missions of enquiry into atrocities 
to Anatolia and Thrace. 

Notes 5. Earl of Balfour’s tel. No. 215 of 
Aug. 2, recording conditions on which 
Red Cross agreed to undertake enquiry. 


Instructs to join French and Italian High 
Commissioners in_ registering formal 
reservation on Greek claims and proceed- 
ings in Smyrna, and to remind Greek 
Govt. that they may not initiate any per- 
manent regime there. 


Refers to No. 728 and recommends that 
preliminary conference, whose character 
must be quite clear, should be held in 
Venice as soon as possible: requests precise 
instructions as to duties of High Com- 
missioners at this conference. 


Refers to No. 733 and expresses view that 
as Nationalists will very probably not 
accept armistice until Paris proposals have 
been explained, armistice cannot be in- 
sisted on at start of preliminary conference; 
adds that Nationalists may delay replying 
to invitation to conference, knowing that 
Greeks are near of end their resources. 


Instructs to point out to French Govt., in 
reply to their objections to appointment 
of neutral delegates to Red Cross missions 
in Anatolia and Thrace, that they accepted 
H.M.G.’s original proposals in May (see 
No. 640) and that H.M.G. have already 
made numerous concessions to French 
point of view. 


States that, in accordance with instruc- 
tions contained in No. 732, he and French 
and Italian colleagues presented identic 
Note to Greek Govt. ; reports conversation 
with M. Baltatzis on the subject. 

Enel. Note to Greek Govt. dated Aug. 15. 


Transmits memo. for communication to 
M. Poincaré. 

Encl. 1. Memo. containing proposals 
for Venice conference. 
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140 


741 


742 


743 


144 


745 


146 


NO. AND NAME 


Sm H. RumsBoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 352 


To Sm H. Rumpoitp 
Constantinople 
No. 856 


To Mr. BENTINCK 
Athens 
Tel. No. 169 


Mr. BEenTINCE 
Athens 
Tel. No. 331 


To Sm H. Rumsoitp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 331 


To Sm H. RumsBotp 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 335 


To Sir A. Youne 
Belgrade 
Tel. No. 58 

To Mr. MIL.INGcTON- 
DRAKE 
Bucharest 
Tel. No. 72 


Mr. BENTINCK 
Athens 
Tel. No. 340 


To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
No. 2687 


DATE 


Aug. 2! 


Aug. 21 


Aug. 22 


Aug. 27 


Aug. 28 


Aug. 28 


Aug. 28 


Aug. 29 


Aug. 29 


MAIN SUBJECT 

Encl. 2. Draft instructions to Allied 
High Commissioners at Constantinople. 

Enel. 3. Draft invitation to Athens, Con- 
stantinople and Angora Govts. 
Communicates reports from Italians in 
Anatolia that French are supplying war 
material and officers to Kemalists. 

Note 1. Memo. by Mr. Forbes Adam on 

‘War materials supplied by British firms 
to the Greek Government since Ist January 
1922’, 
Refers to No. 648 and transmits proposed 
reply to French Note on Greek evacuation 
of Asia Minor for Sir H. Rumbold’s and 
General Harington’s observations. 


Refers to No. 731 and instructs to point 
out to M.F.A. how desirable it is that 
Greek Govt. should agree to Red Cross 
commission going to Thrace. 


Transmits request of Greek Govt. that 
H.M.G. will encourage London market to 
grant loan, without which Greece cannot 
maintain army in Asia Minor. 

Note 2. Letter of Aug. 31 from Treasury 
to F.O. explaining that H.M.G. cannot 
encourage Greek loan. 


Informs thatFrench Govt. accept, with some 
modifications, draft instructions to Allied 
High Commissioners (Encl. 2 in No. 737), 
but not H.M.G.’s view that offer of Apr. 
15 to Constantinople Govt. to advance 
date ofevacuation of Asia Minor has lapsed. 


Refers to No. 742 and expresses view that 
French modification of instructions 
to Allied High Commissioners should be 
accepted, but not French view that Allies 
are still bound by promise to advance date 
of evacuation of Asia Minor. 


Instructs to report local feeling on subject 
of proposed move of Turco-Greek frontier 
in Eastern Thrace, since H.M.G. has 
received indications that in view of this 
proposal Roumanian and Yugoslav Govts. 
wish to be represented at Venice Confer- 
ence. 

Note 3. Sir A. Young’s and Mr. Milling- 
ton-Drake’s replies. 


Transmits Military Attaché’s comments 
on information given by Greek C.G.S. 
concerning Turkish offensive, which began 
on Aug. 26, against Greek position south 
of Afium Kara Hissar. 

Instructs to ask M. Poincaré for a definite 
assurance that French Govt. and autho- 
rities are not supplying to Kemalists war 
materials which might be used against 
British in Iraq. 
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NO. AND NAME 


747 Mr. OLIPHANT 
Foreign Office 


748 Mr. BEenrTiInck 
Athens 
No. 481 


749 Sir H. RumsBoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 367 


750 Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 449 


751 Mr. OLIPHANT 
Foreign Office 


752 Sir H. Rumsoip 
Constantinople 
Tel. No. 369 


9753 To Lorp HARDINGE 
Paris 
Tel. No. 270 


754 Mr. BenTINcK 
Athens 
Tel. No. 356 


DATE 


Aug. 29 


Aug. 29 


Aug. 30 


Aug. 30 


Aug. 30 


Aug. 31 


Sept. 1 


Sept. 2 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Letter to the Admiralty communicating 
Lord Curzon’s view that H.M.G. should not 
deny Greeks right of search simply because 
French and Italians have done so, and 
stating that British commercial interests 
seem to have suffered very little from 
Greek exercise of this right. 


Reports that Greeks look to England for 
help, particularly since Mr. Lloyd George’s 
speech of Aug. 4, and that if material help 
is not forthcoming they might: (i) evacuate 
Asia Minor suddenly, (ii) enter into direct 
negotiations with Kemal, (iii) throw 
themselves into arms of France or, (iv) 
overthrow dynasty and establish a re- 
public: expresses view that only solution 
to Eastern problem is to hand over 
Constantinople to Greece. 


Refers to No. 743 and agrees that French 
modifications should be accepted: ex- 
presses view that no definite promise to 
advance date of evacuation of Asia Minor 
should be made. 


Communicates definite assurance from 
M. Poincaré that neither French Govt. 
nor French authorities have supplied 
munitions to Kemalists (see No. 746). 


Letter to the War Office communicating 
Lord Curzon’s views that (i) Greek 
retirement to a line well behind present 
Chatalja front would minimize risk of 
march on Constantinople and enable 
British troops to be withdrawn, (ii) Greece 
should not be asked to reduce forces in 
E. Thrace, (ii) French plans for their 
troops can more easily be ascertained by 
General Harington than through Paris. 

Note 2. Letter from War Office com- 
municating Cabinet decision to withdraw 
troops to Constantinople. 


Refers to No. 739; expresses view that (1) 
some officials in evacuated area might 
continue in office, (ii) Allies should not 
concern themselves with merits of indivi- 
dual officials, (iii) in the event of a break- 
down of order, Allies should have power to 
delay evacuation. 

Note 2. General Harington’s lettcr of 
Sept. 7 expressing his views. 
Instructs to inform French Govt. that 
H.M.G. accept modifications of draft 
instructions to High Commissioners (see 
No. 742) but cannot share their view 
regarding date of evacuation of Asia 
Minor. 


Reports that (i) in view of extreme gravity 
of military situation Greeks may ask 
for armistice, (ii) full details are being 
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NO. AND NAME 


755 Mr. BENTINCK 
Athens 
Tel. No. 359 


756 Mr. BENTINCK 
Athens 
Tel. No. 360 


DATE 


Sept. 2 


Sept. 2 


MAIN SUBJECT 


communicated toH.M.G. by Greek Chargé 
d’Affaires in London. 


Communicates sense of two telegrams sent 
to Greek Chargé d’Affaires in London 
for communication to H.M.G. stating (1) 
that in view of impossibility of defending 
Smyrna Powers should take urgent 
measures for protection of their nationals, 
(11) that Greek Govt. would accept armistice 
on basis of immediate evacuation of Asia 
Minor. 


Reports that Greek Govt. have asked 
H.M.G. to arrange armistice on basis of 
evacuation of Asia Minor, including 
Brussa: adds that evacuation would be 
begun immediately and that troops would 
be transferred to Thrace. 
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CHAPTER I 


Correspondence and Memoranda, 
January 1—June 30, 1921 
No. 1 


Sir H. Rumbold' (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Received fanuary 5) 
No. 4 Telegraphic [E 220/1/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, January 3, 1921, 10 a.m. 


Your Lordship’s telegram No. 1197.2 

I have consulted with my colleagues. We are agreed that, having regard 
to repeated and insistent representations we have made to Turkish Govern- 
ment until quite recently with a view to obtaining ratification} which was to 
be condition of constitution of Financial Commission, to press for setting 
up of that Commission before ratification would certainly encourage Turks 
to think that they need not ratify and that they may expect modifications 
of Treaty. In other words we think that there would be small chance of 
obtaining ratification and our position would be correspondingly weakened. 

In any event we strongly deprecate any action until mission has returned 
from Angora‘ and we can ascertain what has passed there and what Turkish 
Government intend to do about ratification as a result of report made by 
mission. We think that it would be unwise to prejudice the chance of ratifica- 
tion by premature action. 

Italian High Commissioner’ has heard privately that Izzet Pasha’—head of 
mission—is now in favour of ratification and it is suggested that mission may 
have come to some arrangement with Nationalists under which each side 
will leave the other liberty of action. 


1 H.M. Ambassador at Constantinople with the title of H.M. High Commissioner. He 
had taken up his appointment on November 17, 1920. 

2 Vol. XIII, No. 204. 

3 Of the Treaty of Sévres, which had been signed on August 10, 1920. For the text of 
this treaty, see B.F.S.P., vol. 113, pp. 652-776, and Cmd. 964 of 1920. Concerning repre- 
sentations to the Turkish Government for the ratification of the treaty, see Vol. XIII, 
Nos. 166, 172, 182, 186, 189, 190, 196, 198. On December 26, 1920, Lord Curzon had 
instructed Sir H. Rumbold not to make further representations ‘pending the clearing of 
the situation in Greece’. (Vol. XITI, No. 201.) 

4 This mission had been sent by the new Turkish Government, formed by Tewfik Pasha 
after the resignation of Ferid Pasha on October 16, 1920, to the Nationalist Government 
at Angora. For earlier references to this mission, see Vol. XIII, Nos. 113, n. 1, 142, 144, 
145, 148, 149, 163, 169, 172, 173, 182, 189, 196, 198, 202, 206. 

S Marquis Garroni. 

6 Izzet Pasha, a former Grand Vizier, was Minister of the Interior in the Tewfik cabinet. 


I. XVII I B 


Turkish Government are stubbornly opposing form of control of their 
finance desired by Provisional Financial Commission’ and their attitude of 
late has been increasingly recalcitrant and even arrogant. It would therefore 
be great mistake to part with only lever we have over them. 


7 See Vol. XITI, No. 206. 


No. 2 


Earl Curzon to Lord Granville! (Athens) 
No. 2 Telegraphic [C 20/20/19] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, January 5, 1921, 6 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 358 (of December 29th: Policy towards King Constan- 
tine).? : 

No arrangement has so far been made for holding a Conference on this 
subject. Pending further instructions you should have relations with Greek 
Government only, and not with the King.3 


1 Lord Granville had held the position of H.M. Minister to the King of the Hellenes 
from August 21, 1917. 

2 In this telegram Lord Granville had stated: ‘If it is true that His Majesty’s Government 
are inclined to adopt more favourable attitude, and that Conference of Allied Prime 
Ministers is to take place in first days of January, and if it should be then decided to instruct 
Allied Ministers to enter into relations with King Constantine, I would urge that the sooner 


we do so the better—even supposing we were only to begin by more or less unofficial 
relations. King Constantine appears to me firmly established and any eventual revulsion 


of feeling against him must take long time to materialize.’ 
3 For the instructions sent to Lord Granville, see Vol. XII, Nos. 477, 479, 482. 


No. 3 


Letter from Mr. Waterlow' to the Secretary of the Admiralty 
[C 137/20/19] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, January 5, 1921 
Sir, 

In reply to your letter M/NS 21933/20? of the rst instant relative to the 
supply of military and naval material to Greece, I am directed by Earl 
Curzon of Kedleston to state, for the information of the Lords Commissioners 
of the Admiralty, that the French Government expressed the view on the 15th3 


1 A member of the Central European Department of the Foreign Office. 

2 Not printed. 

3 In a Note from the French Ambassador (not printed), received in the Foreign Office 
on December 16. 


ultimo that the supply of such equipment to Greece should be suspended 
and that His Majesty’s Government have concurred in this view.* 

2. In these circumstances, Lord Curzon would be glad if instructions 
could be issued that no material is to be supplied to Greece pending further 
notice. 

Iam, &c., 
S. N. WATERLOW 


4 In his note of December 21 to the French Ambassador Lord Curzon stated: ‘. . . the 
competent Department of His Majesty’s Government [i.e. the War Office] have been 
requested [in a letter of December 21] to suspend the supply until further notice.’ 


No. 4 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received Fanuary 7, 11.20 a.m.) 


No. 13 Telegraphic [E 349/1/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, January 6, 1921, 1.20 p.m. 


Colonel Bodrevo an Italian officer who has just arrived from Tiflis called 
on me yesterday at suggestion of Italian High Commissioner. He stated that 
he had travelled part of the way from Tiflis with Mustafa Kemal’s! foreign 
Minister, Bekir Sami Bey, who was on his way back from Moscow.? Latter 
informed him that agreement between Nationalists and Bolsheviks has not 
yet been signed because former wished to keep a loop-hole open in the event 
of Allies being ready to negotiate with Mustafa Kemal. Bekir Sami also 
expressed opinion that Izzet Pasha} would not return to Constantinople. 
This is probably Nationalist propaganda. 

Colonel Bodrevo informed me that he had recently met at Tiflis a Kemalist 
emissary on his way to Djemal Pasha in Afghanistan. The emissary had 
spoken in the same sense as Bekir Sami and had said that Nationalists wished 
for peace with Entente and must have it. But they must stand out for Turkish 
frontiers of 1914 in Europe and for elimination of foreign territorial rights 
etc. in Asia Minor although they would agree to a special régime for Smyrna. 


1 Leader of the Turkish Nationalist movement. 

2 Bekir Sami had been in Moscow since the summer of 1920. 

3 See No. 1, n. 6. 

4 Jemal Pasha, a member of the Young Turk Committee of Union and Progress War 
Government, had fled from Constantinople in October 1918. He was in Kabul from 
October 1920 to September 1921 as the leader of a special Turkish mission, financed by 
Bolshevik funds. His aims were known to be the reorganization of the Afghan army and 
the prosecution of anti-British intrigues among the tribes of the Indo-Afghan frontier and 
in India. He was not fully recognized by the Angora Government, and was suspected by 
the Bolsheviks of planning independently a Pan-Islamic movement. 


No. 5 


Letter from Earl Curzon to Lord Hardinge' (Parts) 
[C 627/20/19] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, January 6, 1921 


I am much obliged to you for your letter of December 29th in which you 
suggest that an issue from the Greek difficulty might be found in the resump- 
tion of the guarantees surrendered under the Treaty of August 1oth.? 

Your proposal is a valuable one and may possibly prove a convenient, if 
slender, bridge with which to span the gulf which divides us from the French 
over this question. It will be objected, of course, that for us to renounce the 
Treaty of August roth will relieve Greece from all responsibility towards the 
racial and religious minorities included within the new Greek territories. 
This objection could, however, perhaps be met by our revising the treaty 
instead of cancelling it. Your point would be gained by our merely omitting 
the paragraphs of the preamble in which our rights of guarantee are re- 
nounced.3 With these omissions the treaty could be signed anew, and Greek 
signature and eventual ratification could no doubt be secured by moral 
pressure, or in the last resort by making our own ratification of the Treaty of 
Sévres dependent upon the Greek Government signing and ratifying the 
Minorities treaty as revised. 

It may also be objected that the privileges secured to us by the treaties of 
1832 and 1863 are very limited, and give the guaranteeing Powers the right 
to intervene only in the event of King Constantine actually violating the 
Greek constitution; a course which with his present parliamentary majority 
he is unlikely to adopt. It must be remembered, however, that even in 1917 
it was not altogether easy to contend that King Constantine violated the 
letter of the Greek constitution, and that we, none the less, invoked our rights 
as guaranteeing Powers in order to justify his expulsion. The resumption of 


! Lord Hardinge had been appointed H.M. Ambassador at Paris on November 27, 1920. 
_ 2 Lord Hardinge’s private letter of December 29 was a reply to a letter of December 26 
in which Lord Curzon had welcomed suggestions for a policy at once practical and con- 
sistent. Lord Hardinge wrote: ‘My suggestion is that we should withdraw from the Minori- 
ties Treaty, signed with Greece on the roth August of this year, an annex of the Treaty of 
Sévres, by which we agree to renounce the special rights of supervision and control devolving 
upon France and us in relation to Greece, under the Treaties of London of 1832 and 1863. 
This Minorities Treaty has, so far, not been ratified, consequently the step I propose 
would be very easy to take and it would give us control over Constantine and would in 
reality almost justify any action we chose to take in the event of any attempt on his part 
in the future to play into the hands of Germany. If this were done, it would be easier for 
us to give Greece such financial assistance as might be necessary, by a loan or other means, 
to maintain her troops in Smyrna, which in a short time will be absolutely out of the 
question since the Greek Government are so short of money that they are unable even to 
pay their employés in Athens.’ (For the texts of the Treaty of London of May 7, 1832 
and the Treaty of London of November 14, 1863, see B.F.S.P., vol. 19, pp. 33-41 and 
vol. 53, pp. 14-23, respectively.) 

3 For a discussion of the guarantee to Greece, see Sir James Headlam-Morley, Studies 
in Diplomatic History, London, 1930, pp. 126-45. 
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these rights might thus be of real advantage if and when the pendulum again 
swings in the direction of the Venizelists. 

A third, and to my mind a more serious objection to your scheme lies in the 
fact that there is no logical connection between our rights as guaranteeing 
Powers and our desire, or our disinclination, to afford Greece the financial 
assistance which she requires.* It is just possible, of course, that your sug- 
gestion might help to reconcile the French to the idea of our according King 
Constantine some financial assistance. It will not, however, induce them to 
share in any such subsidies, and we can scarcely bear the burden alone, 
especially if the Greek forces at Ismid and Broussa as well as those at Smyrna 
are to be maintained on a war footing. 

The problem still centres on the question how far we are prepared to go, 
both financially and politically, in order to maintain the Treaty of Sévres. 
If we decide that British interests necessitate its maintenance, then your 
suggestion may help to save our face and that of the French. But until 
a decision has been come to in regard to our main policy, it would be pre- 
ferable, I think, to say nothing as to the expedients by which that policy 
might be rendered less repugnant to the French politicians. 


4 See Vol. XV, pp. 31-2, and Vol. VIII, No. 100, minute 6. 


No. 6 


Record by Sir E. Crowe! of a conversation with the French Chargé d’ Affaires 
[# 508/1/44) 
FOREIGN OFFICE, January 7, 1921 


The French Chargé d’Affaires referred in conversation with me to-day to 
the situation in Turkey. He said there were three alternative courses open 
to the Allied Governments in view of the fact that the Sultan of Turkey, 
with whom we had concluded the Treaty of Sevres, was now found to possess 
practically no authority by which he could bind his subjects :— 

1. We could either deal with Mustapha Kemal by force of arms—indeed 
we had to some extent done so, with more or less of a success, largely relying 
on Greek troops: this resource seemed now at an end. 

2. The second alternative was to play a waiting game in the expectation 
that the position of Mustapha Kemal, which had never been one of great 
strength, would gradually become weaker. This was in fact very much the 
attitude we were now adopting. It was not, however, certain whether 

Kemal’s position was actually getting weaker or stronger. 


t Permanent Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs. 
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3. The third alternative was to come to an arrangement with Kemal 
under which we secured the essential benefits of the Treaty of Sévres at the 
price of certain concessions. 

Monsieur de Fleuriau himself thought we should be soon driven to adopt 
this third alternative. It was quite certain from the reports received from 
General Gouraud? that France must evacuate Cilicia.3 It was obviously 
desirable that this evacuation should not be effected without exacting 
some price for it from Mustapha Kemal, and it was quite possible that 
the latter would readily consent to a good deal in return for a peaceful 
evacuation. 

Of course we must expect Kemal to raise the question of Smyrna. It was 
M. de Fleuriau’s opinion that the Turks, true to their invariable instinct, 
cared a great deal more for the outward form of sovereignty than for the 
essence of a Turkish Government. He was convinced that it would not be 
really difficult to find a ‘formula’ under which the Greeks would retain to 
all practical purposes the administration of Smyrna, whilst the nominal 
rights of the Sultan would be outwardly respected. Possibly, concessions of 
a similar formal kind might have to be made to the Sultan even at Con- 
stantinople: for instance, as regards the Commission of Control over the 
Straits.4 

I asked M. de Fleuriau whether the French Government had in fact re- 
ceived any intimation as to the terms that Mustapha Kemal would be ready 
to accept. He said no, but added that it ought not to be difficult to get into 
touch with Kemal and sound him on the subject. There was no doubt that 
Italian agents were in direct communication with Kemal systematically. The 
French themselves had at one time negotiated with him when General 
Gouraud sent M. de CaixS to conclude the armistice in Cilicia. 

I observed that in dealing with Turks we ought always to hesitate to 
appear in the guise of people anxious to obtain something. It seemed to me 
essential for the success of any diplomatic discussions with Kemal that over- 
tures should come from him and not from us, and I thought there were indi- 
cations that Kemal was beginning to feel uncomfortable under the pressure 
of the Bolsheviks, so much so that he would probably be only too glad to 
seek an understanding with the Allies which would enable him to show a firm 
front to the Bolsheviks. M. de Fleuriau agreed with this diagnosis, and said 
that all he wished to suggest at the present moment was that we should con- 
sider what kind of pact we could enter into with Kemal if and when he 
came forward with proposals. If we had once cleared our minds on the 


2 French High Commissioner in Syria and Commander-in-Chief of the Army of the 
Levant. 

3 Cilicia, occupied by British forces at the end of 1918 and the beginning of 1919, in 
accordance with articles 7 and 10 of the armistice, had been transferred with Syria in 
November 1919 to French military control. Nationalists fears that Cilicia might be incor- 
porated in Syria led to disorder which forced the French High Commissioner to conclude 
a short-term local armistice with the Nationalists in May 1920. (See Vol. XIII, Nos. 71, 
73, 75, and 76.) 4 See Vol. XIII, Nos. 146 and 205. 

$ Secretary-General to the French High Commission in Syria. 
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subject, it ought to be easy for the Allies to find the means of indirectly letting 
Kemal understand that if he were to come forward with any suggestions, 
there was no intention of refusing him a hearing.® 

E. A. C. 


6 Lord Curzon commented on January 7 as follows: 

“We have talked a good deal about modifications of the treaty of Sévres. It might be 
a useful thing if, in the interval before Paris, F.O. went to work on the kind of alternative 
modifications that might form a basis of discussion. 
These would include: 

(1) Admission of Turkish sovereignty over Smyrna in some more palpable form than 
a flag on a fort. 

(2) Provision for Greek administration there without providing for Greek annexation— 
near or remote. 

(3) Substitution of Enos-Midia for Chatalja line. 

(4) Some arrangement by which we can provide for the safeguarding of the demilitarized 
zones without requiring the large Allied garrisons—which will never be forthcoming. 

(5) I suppose any Concession about the Holy Places is impossible?’ 


No. 7 


Memorandum by Mr. Nicolson" on the Greek situation 


[C 542/20/19} 
FOREIGN OFFICE, January 8, 1921 


I had a long conversation today with Mr Hudson on his return from Athens 
where he has been serving as first secretary to our Legation. He emphasised 
the extent to which the Government were replacing the efficient Venezelist 
officers and officials by incompetent Constantinist amateurs. He is afraid 
that if some action is not taken in the near future the whole executive 
machinery will be irremediably ruined, and complete disintegration will set 
in. His views merit attention in that he was the only one of our officials in 
Athens who consistently forecasted the present crisis. 


2. I venture to urge the following considerations :-— 


(1) The Greek people, rightly or wrongly, are under the impression that in 
the end we will come to their assistance. At our request they are maintaining 
eight divisions of 150,000 men in all in Anatolia at the cost of two million 
drachmae a day. For the last two months they have been doing this on their 
own resources in order to convince us of their good faith. They gather from 
the Prime Minister’s speech? that their efforts have convinced us. They know 
that they cannot hold out much longer, and that we shall be forced to show 
our hand. They are confident of the result and they look to us to appear as 
the friend and Protector of Greece. 

(2) We, for our part, are trying to ride two horses,—the French Alliance 
and the Treaty of Sévres. It is time that we faced the fact that the gulf 
which has opened between us and France over this question is in practice 

! Mr. Harold Nicolson was a member of the Central European Department of the 


Foreign Office. 
2 Of December 22, 1920; see 136, H.C. Deb. 5 s., cols. 1893-1901. 
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unbridgeable. We may, of course, be able to find formulae by which the 
appearance of Allied solidarity will be maintained. But if we really intend to 
help Greece we can only do so by positive action, and all negative com- 
promises merely afford the French and the Italians an occasion for overt 
or subterranean opposition. 

(3) By ‘positive action’ I mean something like the following :—send some- 
one to Greece at once to get into touch with King Constantine and to inform 
him that we shall be prepared to afford him support under certain conditions. 
These conditions would be those specified in Lord Curzon’s Note? with the 
addition that he should call upon M. Sterghiades* to form a coalition 
Cabinet and to reestablish the efficiency of the executive services. We should 
at the same time inform the French and Italian Governments that we have 
sent a Representative to Athens for the purpose of obtaining King Constan- 
tine’s views and intentions before any discussion which may take place at the 
forthcoming Paris Conference. 

(4) I fully realise that the above suggestion may appear drastic. My point 
is, however, that unless we do something drastic the situation will collapse of 
itself. I fully realise that we can scarcely act in this independent way without 
risking a split with the French. I fully realise that we can only purchase 
a free hand in Greece at a price which we may be unable to pay. I realise 
also that if we intervene now we shall be taking action which will lead to 
a semi-protectorate over Greece, and be as significant as the Disraeli pur- 
chase of the Suez Canal shares.6 I contend, however, that unless we do 
something definite of this naturc it is no use talking of our desire ‘to maintain 
the Treaty of Sévres’, and that if we feel that we cannot afford to incur the 
logical consequences of our desire to maintain that treaty, it is only honest to 
say so at once, and to save the Greeks further disillusion and further ex- 
penditure.’ 

Haro.p G. NIcoLson 


3 Of November 27, 1920; see Vol. VIII, pp. 837-40. 

4 M. Sterghiades was Greek High Commissioner for Smyrna. 

5 This Conference was held January 24-9; see Vol. XV, Chap. I. 

6 The purchase of the Khedive’s interest in the Suez Canal in 1875 resulted in an increased 
involvement of Britain in Egyptian affairs. 

7 A minute by Sir E. Crowe, dated January 8, ran as follows: ‘We may very likely be 
driven to contemplate some changes in the treaty of Sévres, but these may possibly be 
made palatable to Greece in the circumstances, if more drastic concessions to Turkey are 
avoided. What I have in mind is some modification of the Smyrna régime which would 
yet leave Greece in a special and privileged position there. 

‘I should regret any change from the Chatalja to the Enos Midia line, not merely because 
we should thereby hand over a solid body of Greeks to the Turk, but because I cannot 
but think that the reestablishment of the Turk on both shores of the Dardanelles would 
be far more dangerous to our interests than a division of the two shores between Greeks 
and Turks. 

‘But whatever policy we adopt, we can hardly as this stage open conversations with 
Constantine by ourselves. The question of policy will have to be discussed at Paris in 
10 days’ time; we ought not to go into that discussion handicapped by a previous under- 
standing or semi-understanding with Constantine. Nor should a delay of 10-14 days have 
such grave consequences as Mr. Nicolson apprehends. It is possible that as the result of 
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the Paris discussions, we may be driven to strike out an independent line in Greece; but 
I do not think this probable. If nevertheless it should happen, we shall then be in a better 
position to act by ourselves than we should be if we wanted so to act now. 

‘The Eastern Department are engaged on the preparation of a memorandum dealing 
with these points (among others) on the directions given in a minute by the Secretary of 
State yesterday. [See No. 6, n. 6.] 

‘I am in favour of not hurrying a decision on one or two points, apart from a more 
methodical consideration of the whole problem. E. A. C.’ 


No. 8 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Received January 15) 
No. 25 Telegraphic [E 714/1/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, January 12, 1921 


Present situation may be summarised as follows :— 

Government still profess to be without news of return of their mission from 
Angora.! Nothing authoritative has transpired as to what has passed between 
that mission and Nationalists. 

Turkish Government have not yet given way on the question of control of 
their finances, and £ T. 252,000 gold have therefore not yet been released.? 
Turkish Government are spreading report that in spite of their having 
control over budget receipts and expenditure, financial controllers are main- 
taining embargo of £ T. 252,000 gold. Thus Turkish Government wish to 
make financial controllers responsible in the eyes of the public for acute 
distress prevailing among Turkish officials. Steps are being taken to counter 
this mischievous propaganda. 

In my view Turkish Government are awaiting results of forthcoming meet- 
ing of Supreme Council, and will live on, from hand to mouth, until they 
hear of the decisions taken at that meeting. It may well be that mission to 
Kemalists will remain at Angora either voluntarily or because they are 
obliged to remain until the result of meeting of Supreme Council is known, 
in order to be in a position to exchange views with Nationalists by light of 
decisions come to by Supreme Council. New Greek offensive attempts? also 
have a bearing on the movement of mission. 


t See No. 1, n. 4. 

2 See Vol. XIII, No. 206. 

3 In this telegram I. 9745 of January 10 to the War Office, General Harington (see No. 10, 
n. 2, below) reported: ‘1. The advance by Greek troops in Brusa area commenced dawn 
January 5th in Aksu (13 miles east of Brusa)—Bazar Keui. Practically whole of Smyrna 
army will be employed. 

‘2. Demonstration made on Ushak front in conjunction with main attack.’ 


No. 9 


Earl Curzon to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 39 [E 262/1/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, January 13, 1921 
Sir, 

I have to inform you that on the 5th instant Mustafa Reshid Pasha! paid 
his first call to this Department, and was received by the Under-Secretary of 
State. He expressed the thanks of the Turkish Government for his being 
allowed to come to London and to enter into unofficial relations with this 
Office. Sir Eyre Crowe said that His Majesty’s Government would be happy 
to discuss with him informally any questions which could conveniently be 
treated without raising the issue of the re-establishment of official relations 
between the British and Turkish Governments. Sir Eyre Crowe expressed 
the hope that this re-establishment would not be long delayed and peace 
definitely realised, which was in the interests not only of both countries but 
of all the world. From this point of view His Majesty’s Government could 
only hope for the early ratification of the Treaty of Peace.2 Pending this, Sir 
Eyre Crowe thought there would be difficulties which Mustafa Reshid 
Pasha, as an old diplomatist, would readily understand might prevent his 
being received by the Secretary of State. 

2. Reshid Pasha then proceeded to give Sir Eyre Crowe a long account of 
recent political development at Constantinople. He was apologetic as to 
Tewfik Pasha’s Government not having kept strictly to their promise to ratify 
the treaty as soon as they had heard of Izzet Pasha’s arrival at Angora.3 
But he felt sure that on Izzet’s return to Constantinople the situation would 
rapidly clear. The Sultan and his Government were convinced that their 
proper policy was to go with the Allies, on whose benevolent support the 
future of Turkey depended. 

3. Mustafa Reshid Pasha then pictured the acute distress prevailing at 
Constantinople owing to the want of financial resources. He regretted that 
certain proposals for affording temporary relief by an arrangement with the 
Ottoman Bank had fallen through. The conditions as to control put forward 
by the bank were unacceptable; but whilst the French High Commissioner 
was ready to meet the Turkish Government on this point, the opposition‘ of 
the British High Commissioner could not be overcome. Sir Eyre Crowe 
interrupted Reshid Pasha by observing that there was no advantage 
in making any attempt to play off the French against the British High 


1 Former Turkish Ambassador at Rome, Mustafa Reshid Pasha had become the 
representative of the Turkish Government in London. For the discussions leading to the 
acceptance of recognized though unofficial Turkish representatives by France, Italy, and 
Great Britain, following the signature of the Treaty of Sévres, see Vol. XIII, Nos. 124-7, 
133, 134. In reply to an enquiry made in Constantinople telegram No. 1248 of November 25, 
1920, Lord Curzon stated, in his telegram No. 1144 of December 3, that H.M.G. were 
‘prepared to accept Reshid Pasha as an unofficial representative before ratification’. 

2 See No. 1, n. 3. 3 See Vol. XIII, No. 196. 

4 See Vol. XIII, No. 198. 


fe) 


Commissioner. This savoured of a diplomatic device which Sir Eyre Crowe 
begged him to consider as dead, and useless to resuscitate. Reshid Pasha at 
once disclaimed any intention of adopting these tactics. As he went on to 
develop in considerable detail the merits of the Turkish proposals relating to 
an advance, Sir Eyre Crowe requested that if he had any definite plan to put 
forward he would commit it to writing. Sir Eyre Crowe warned him, how- 
ever, that this matter would no doubt have to continue to be treated by the 
High Commissioners at Constantinople, who had all the requisite local 
knowledge. The Under-Secretary of State further pointed out that the 
obvious remedy for the financial difficulties of the Turkish Government was, 
again, the ratification of the Treaty of Peace, in which proper provision was 
made for dealing with this problem. 
Iam, &c., 
CurRZON OF KEDLESTON 


No. 10 


Note from Lord Hardinge (Paris) to M. Briand 


P. 98 [E 1003/22/44] 
Urgent PARIS, January 17, 1921 
Monsieur le Président du Conseil :— 

I have the honour, under instructions! from His Majesty’s Principal Secre- 
tary of State for Foreign Affairs, to invite Your Excellency’s attention to the 
following question as a matter of urgent importance. 

The present military situation at Constantinople is causing grave concern 
to the British military authorities in London. The acute tension in Greek 
circles, and the presence of unpaid Turkish officers and also of Russians in 
large numbers, are specially disquieting factors. In the view of His Majesty’s 
Government, the situation demands imperatively that authority at Con- 
stantinople should be centralised without delay, and that for this purpose the 
position of Lieutenant-General Sir C. H. Harington? as Allied Commander- 
in-Chief should be recognised forthwith. 

I shall be greatly obliged if Your Excellency would be so good as to inform 
me whether the French Government are prepared to recognise General 
Harington in this capacity, and, if so, to cause the necessary instructions to be 
issued urgently to the French authorities concerned. 

In this connection I would refer to the correspondence? which has recently 
passed both between Your Excellency’s Department and this Embassy, and 
also between the French Embassy in London and Earl Curzon. 


1 These instructions were embodied in Foreign Office telegram No. 29 of January 14 
(No. 18 to Rome), not printed. 

2 Lt.-Gen. Sir Charles Harington had been appointed on September 26, 1920 to succeed 
Sir G. Milne as G.O.C.-in-Chief, Army of the Black Sea. He had arrived in Constantinople 
on November 8. 

3 Not printed. 
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In a note from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Direction Politique), dated 
November 6th,3 the French Government accepted the proposal that General 
Harington should take up his command immediately on a certain condition, 
which was accepted by His Majesty’s Government in the note from this 
Embassy dated November 25th.3 It is true that the French Government 
made certain reservations on this subject in the note from the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs dated December 2nd;* but these reservations, which were of 
a purely temporary nature, have now become inoperative, for it has been 
agreed between the French and British Governments that General Harington 
should assume the functions of President of the Military Commission—an 
office which the French, Italian and British Governments have decided to 
make inseparable from that of the Allied Commander-in-Chief—simul- 
taneously with Monsieur des Closiéres assuming his functions as President of 
the Financial Commission, (see my note of December 23rd3 to His Excellency 
Monsieur Leygues,® and reply thereto of December 31st3). Earl Curzon 
was also informed by His Excellency Monsieur Paul Cambon,’ in a note 
dated December 2oth,3 that the French Government agreed to the Military 
Commission coming into action and to General Harington announcing to 
the Allied troops his assumption of the command, as soon as the Commissions 
were in a position to begin their work—a condition which will have been 
fulfilled by the arrival of Monsieur des Closiéres at Constantinople. Finally, 
I would remind Your Excellency that, as was stated in my note to Monsieur 
Leygues of January 3rd3 under point (7), His Majesty’s Government have 
formally endorsed, and invited the concurrence of the French Government 
in, the agreement arrived at unofficially by representatives of the French, 
Italian and British Governments, that General Harington ‘shall assume the 
functions of Allied Commander-in-Chief at once . . .8 and shall make 
arrangements with the French and Italian Military Representatives at 
Constantinople for the issue of a suitable order to the Allied troops .. .® 
announcing his assumption of command with the full authority of the three 
Governments concerned.’® 

I have, &c., 
HARDINGE OF PENSHURST 


4 Not printed. The text of the French Note of December 2 was transmitted by Lord 
Hardinge in his telegram No. 1368 (Vol. XIII, No. 188). 

S M. des Closiéres was the French Representative on the Provisional Allied Financial 
Commission at Constantinople and French Delegate on the Turkish Public Debt Council. 

6 M. Leygues was French President of the Council and Minister for Foreign Affairs 
from September 25, 1920 to January 12, 1921. He was succeeded in both capacities on 
January 16 by M. Aristide Briand. 

7 M. Paul Cambon was French Ambassador at London from December 1898 to 
December 1920. 

8 For the instructions on which this note of January 3 was based and for the two phrases 
omitted see Vol. XIII, No. 205, para. 2 (7). 
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No. 11 


Mr. Craigie! (Washington) to Earl Curzon (Received January 18, 11.30 p.m.) 
No. 31 Telegraphic [C 1382/60/19] 


WASHINGTON, January 18, 1921 


Statements have appeared in Press that United States Government are 
contemplating grant of a further loan to Greece. On my enquiring as to 
present position Acting Secretary of State? informed me Greece still had 
a further credit of thirty-two million? due to her on old loan and that while 
payment would probably be delayed for technical reasons United States 
Government had no grounds for cancelling loan.4 No step had so far been 
made by new régime in Greece to secure American recognition. Such a step 
would, he said, place United States Government in a somewhat embarrassing 
position as they have not the same grounds as British and French Govern- 
ments for withholding recognition and were at the same time anxious to do 
nothing which might embarrass these Governments in their policy vis-a-vis 
Greece.5 

While I could elicit nothing very definite in regard to prospects of a new 
loan being floated in America I do not consider there is any immediate 
likelihood of this. ‘This view is, I am credibly informed, also held by Morgan.°® 


1 H.M. Chargé d’Affaires at Washington January 17—February 22 in the absence of 
H.M. Ambassador, Sir A. Geddes. 

2 Mr. Norman Davis. 3 Dollars. 

4 In a minute of January 19 Mr. Nicolson explained: “This credit is the remains of the 
U.S. share of the £30,000,000 Loan. It can only be drawn on, I understand, for purchases 
in the U.S.A. and will be of little immediate use at Smyrna. 

‘It will be remembered that of our share of this credit some £3,500,000 still remains. 
The French share is still intact—and likely to remain so.’ 

The loan agreement had been signed in Paris on February 10, 1918 between the 
American, British, French, and Greek Governments. (See Vol. VIII, p. 838, n. 7.) 

5 See F.R.U.S. 1921, vol. ii, pp. 138-9, 145-6. 

* Mr. J. P. Morgan, the American financier. 


No. 12 


Memorandum' by Mr. Nicolson on the Revision of the Treaty of Sévres 
[C 1339/20/19] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, January 18, 1921 


The Bulgarian Minister told me recently that he had had a long conversa- 
tion with Monsieur Briand? when passing through Paris at the beginning of 
this month. M. Briand had told him that the Leygues Cabinet? was not 
likely to last and that if and when it fell, he himself would probably succeed 
to power. He had added that if he did so, he would certainly insist upon 
a revision of the Treaty of Sévres and an arrangement with Mustapha 


™ See No. 6, n. 6. 2 See No. 10, n. 6. 
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Kemal. Monsieur Stancioff gathered the impression that M. Briand would 
merely insist upon some modification of the Smyrna chapter and would not 
touch the territory of Turkey in Europe or revise the régime established by 
the Treaty for the control of the Straits. 

The above was, of course, merely a casual conversation and may not in the 
least represent M. Briand’s present intentions. It is of interest however, as 
indicating that the pro-Constantinist feelings attributed to M. Briand owing 
to his intimacy with Princess George? are not likely to outweigh his desire to 
curtail French commitments in Anatolia or to establish French financial 
predominance at Constantinople. 

Assuming, however, that the French policy of modification will be con- 
centrated on the Smyrna chapter alone, I have thought it convenient to 
consider a revision of that chapter in greater detail than was possible in the 
joint memorandum‘ prepared by Mr. Osborne’ and myself, and I annex 
a scheme of revision which I have discussed in detail with Mr. Malkin.* The 
scheme speaks for itself and I would merely add that the essential difficulty to 
my mind resides, not in the finding of a formula to maintain the appearance 
of Turkish sovereignty, but in coping with the article (Art. 76) which provides 
for customs union with Greece. This article is the corner stone of the Greek 
economic position in Smyrna and in spite of the agsertion of the French that 
Mustapha Kemal cares more for formalities than for facts, I doubt whether 
he would ever accept an arrangement under which this customs union was 
provided for. 

While fully realising that circumstances may compel us to meet the French 
Government in this matter and to show some readiness to revise the Smyrna 
chapter of the Treaty, I venture to recapitulate the following obvious objec- 
tions to such a course: 


1. The arguments in favour of revision proceed from several hypotheses 
the correctness of which is at least open to question. The first of these as- 
sumptions is that Greece will bow to the pressure of the Powers and accept 
a curtailment of her rights in the Smyrna zone. Although it is perfectly true 
that there is a large section of opinion in Greece which considers that the 
Smyrna zone represents commitments and responsibilities beyond the present 
resources of Greece; and although a still wider section would welcome the 
exchange of Greek rights in Smyrna for similar rights in Constantinople, yet 
I doubt whether any section of Greek opinion would consent to be turned out 
of Smyrna as the result of orders from Paris. There is also a further point, 
namely that if the Smyrna chapter is merely modified and not actually 
abolished, the Greeks would still be exposed to indefinite commitments in 
the Smyrna zone while seeing themselves stripped of all the imperialistic 
glamour by which these commitments were rendered palatable. 


3 The wife of Prince George, eldest brother of King Constantine. 

4 This presumably is the Memorandum which, in its final form, is printed as No. 41, 
below. 

Ss Mr. D. G. Osborne was a member of the Eastern Department of the Foreign Office. 

6 Mr. H. Malkin was an Assistant Legal Adviser in the Foreign Office. 
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These objections will, of course, be realised by the Conference and the 
form in which the revision will be communicated to Greece will presumably 
be on the line that the Allies can no longer furnish support for the main- 
tenance of the full programme and that the Greek Government would be 
well advised, in order to regain their goodwill, to come to some direct 
arrangement with Kemal or with the Constantinople Government on the lines 
indicated in the revised chapter. The Allies would presumably at the same 
time inform the Constantinople Government and through them, Mustapha 
Kemal, that this advice had been given to Greece and that Kemal would be 
well advised to profit by the opportunity. This procedure, which seems in- 
deed to be the only procedure, opens out gloomy vistas of delay, misrepresen- 
tation and failure. It also leaves unanswered the question whether Greece 
will accept such advice and whether King Constantine may not be roused 
thereby into definite hostility to the Allies and embark upon some extrava- 
gant Nationalist crusade. 

2. In whatever form the revision of the Treaty is communicated to Turkey 
it will be clear to the Nationalists that they have been justified in their policy 
and that the Allied Powers are now seeking for terms. It 1s a commonplace 
of eastern diplomacy that in dealing with orientals the first offer should 
always come from them. It is quite possible that this commonplace may be 
faulty and may not apply to the present situation; but the converse is to my 
mind certainly true, namely that there is no logic and no conviction in the 
phrase ‘a contented Turkey’. It is possible that Mustapha Kemal, as the 
French say, will be prepared to come to some arrangement with the Allies in 
return for specious concessions at Smyrna; I foresee, however, that if Kemal 
is satisfied by such concessions, the Kemalists will not be satisfied and that we 
shall see a progression of Turkish Nationalism which will begin by claiming 
the Straits, which will proceed to claim Adrianople and which will be ex- 
ploited by the C.U.P.,7 by Enver,’ by Talaat? and possibly even by Raouf® 
for the purpose of regaining their hold upon the country. 

g. There is a third, and to my mind a far more vital objection to any 
revision of the Treaty. The reasons for which we have supported Greece and 
secured for her the very large territorial gains, have already been stated and 
are In my opinion extremely vital. Greece constitutes a very positive asset in 
British imperial policy and so long as we have an Empire, our policy is bound 
to be imperial. We now propose to surrender this asset in deference to the 
French. I cannot see that the necessity of executing the alliance with France 
need extend to every quarter of the globe. I do not see why, because of 
the attacks in the French press and Chamber and because of the very 
vivid jealousy of France we should throw away a factor which Is of definite 

7 Ex-Ministers and pro-German leaders of the Young Turks’ Committee of Union and 
Progress, Enver Pasha and Talaat Pasha had fled to Germany upon the conclusion of the 
armistice between the Allied and Turkish forces in October 1918. 

8 Hussein Raouf (Rauf) Bey had, as Minister for the Navy in Izzet Pasha’s Ministry of 
October-November 1918, led the Turkish delegation which had signed the armistice on 
October 30, 1918; he played a prominent part in the Nationalist movement from its 
inception. 
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defensive value tothe Empire. It might be possible to achieve some compromise 
over the Greek question under which the semblance of Allied solidarity 
would be maintained had we any confidence that the French Government 
and their agents would support such a compromise. We have no such confi- 
dence. We know full well that whatever compromise is arrived at will 
represent a certain sacrifice to us whereas to the French it will serve only as 
a slight obstacle to be either circumvented or undermined. 

The revision of the Treaty of Sévres will face us with a discontented and 
possibly an actively recalcitrant Greece. I feel that it is imprudent to hope 
that we shall be compensated for this by having a contented and pacific 
Turkey. A compromise on the question will not either please Greece, placate 
Turkey or be loyally subscribed to by the French. I trust that it will be 
possible to take a strong line with M. Briand and to indicate to him that, 
while fully and loyally prepared to carry out the alliance in regard to our 
former enemies against whom that alliance was cemented, we are not pre- 
pared to follow the French in a policy which is the negation of our war policy 
and which entails the sacrifice of a former ally for the benefit of a former 


enemy. 
Haro.p NICOLSON 


ANNEX TO Mr. NICOLsoN’s MEMORANDUM 
(Revised articles of Smyrna Chapter) 


ArT. 65 


‘The provisions of this section will apply to the city of Smyrna and the 
adjacent territory defined in Art. 66.’ 


ArT. 66 
No change. 

ART. 67 
No change. 

ArT. 68 


‘In view of the régime of local autonomy provided in this section for the 
city of Smyrna and the territory defined in Art. 66, the said city and terri- 
tory will, subject to the provisions of this section, be assimilated in the 
application of the present treaty to territory detached from Turkey.’ 


ArT. 69 


‘The city of Smyrna and the territory defined in Art. 66 shall be consti- 
tuted a separate province within the Turkish Empire and under Ottoman 
sovereignty. The province so constituted shall be called the “Province of 
Ionia’. In witness of such sovereignty the Turkish flag shall remain per- 
manently hoisted over an outer fort in the town of Smyrna. No Greek flag 
shall be flown on any of the official buildings.’ 
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ART. 70 

‘In view of the large Christian and Greek speaking population of the 
Province of Ionia as above constituted, the Ottoman Government hereby 
undertake to invite the Greek Government to assume responsibility for the 
administration of the Province. The Greek Government in accepti.g this 
charge will execute the administration of the Province through a High 
Commissioner appointed by them subject to the approval of the Turkish 
Government. Such approval if not formally withheld within one month of 
the notification of the appointment shall be considered to have been accor- 
ded. The High Commissioner shall hold his appointment for a period of five 
years and shall himself select the officials of the provincial administration.’ 


ART. 71 
‘In witness of the Turkish sovereignty over the Province of Ionia, the said 
Province shall pay to the Financial Commission provided for in Article 231 
of the present Treaty an annual sum which shall be calculated by the Finan- 
cial Commission in accordance with the principle laid down in Article 243. 
The provisions of Article 241 will not apply to the Province of Ionia.’ 


ART. 72 

‘Internal order shall be maintained in the province by a native gendar- 
merie assisted by a local militia which may both be recruited on a basis of 
compulsory service. The organisation of these forces shall be entrusted to the 
High Commissioner acting on the advice of the elective Council provided for 
in Article 73. In the event of the internal or external security of the province 
being threatened, the High Commissioner may call upon any of the signa- 
tories of the present Treaty either to despatch or to designate regular troops 
to occupy the province. In no case, however, can the forces of H.I.M. the 
Sultan of Turkey enter the territory of the province except on the written 
authority of the High Commissioner and with the approval of the Principal 
Allied Powers. 

Except in so far as is provided under this article compulsory military 
service shall not be enforced in the Province.’ 


ART. 73 


‘The High Commissioner shall be assisted and advised by a Representa- 
tive Council set up on an elective system calculated to ensure proportional 
representation of all sections of the population, including racial, linguistic 
and religious minorities. Within six months of the coming into force of the 
present treaty the High Commissioner shall submit to the Council of the 
League of Nations. . . (as in Art. 72 of original Treaty.) 

The High Commissioner shall be entitled to postpone etc . . . (as in para. 
2. Art. 72 of original Treaty.)’ 


ART. 74 
‘Within a period of one month after the coming into force of the pre- 
sent treaty a Commission shall be formed to arrange, in concert with the 
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Ottoman Government, for the organisation of the Province of Ionia. This 
commission shall have to determine within three months the powers and 
functions of the High Commissioner, his relations with the Representative 
Council, as well as the judicial, financial and administrative organisation of 
the province. The Commission shall consist of representatives of France, 
Great Britain, Italy, Greece and Turkey. The representative of Greece shall 
be the High Commissioner who shall act as President of the Commission. In 
the event of disagreement, the vote of the majority shall prevail.’ 


ART. 75 
As in original Treaty. 
ART. 76 
‘In order that the province of Ionia may become economically and 
financially self supporting, the High Commissioner may establish a customs 
boundary along the line defined in Art. 66. Should the High Commissioner 
consider it essential to the prosperity of the province the city of Smyrna and 
the territory defined in Art. 66 may, with the consent of the Principal Allied 
Powers, be incorporated in the Greek Customs system.’ 


ART. 77 
‘The High Commissioner will undertake no measures. . . (as in original 
Treaty.)’ 
ArT. 78 
As in original Treaty. 


ART. 79 


“The nationality ofsuch inhabitants of the Province of Ionia as are of Turkish 
nationality and cannot claim any other nationality under the terms of the 
present Treaty will not be affected by the present stipulations. Greece shall 
provide for their diplomatic and consular protection abroad.’ 


ArT. 80 


‘The provisions of Article 292 Part IX (Economic clauses) will not be 
applicable in the case of the province of Ionia.’ 


ArT. 81 


‘The rights to exploit the salt marshes of Phocea belonging to the Ad- 
ministration of the Ottoman Public Debt, including all plant and machinery 
and material for transport by land or sea, shall not be altered or interfered 
with. No tax or charge shall be imposed on the manufacture exportation or 
transport of salt produced from these marshes. The High Commissioner 
shall have the right to regulate and tax the consumption of salt within the 
province.’ 

ArT. 82 

As in original Treaty. 
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ArT. 83 


Cancel completely.° 
H. G.N. 


9 Sir E. Crowe minuted on January 18: 

‘Our difficulties arise from (a) the necessity of some concession to the Kemalists in order 
to get the treaty of Sévres ratified by Turkey and by France; (5) the false position in which 
we find ourselves towards Greece owing to the presence on the throne of Constantine. 

“The solution which suggests itself at first view is to make the acceptance of the necessary 
concessions to Mustapha Kemal our condition of accepting and assisting Constantine. 

‘I agree with Mr. Nicolson on two important points: It is a British interest to maintain 
a strong and friendly Greece; and it is very problematical whether you can win Kemal’s 
definite support by minor concessions. 

*M. de Fleuriau made some remarks to me in casual conversation this morning, from 
which I gather that the French government themselves realize the difficulty of a compre- 
hensive settlement with Kemal, and that they may perhaps rest content for the moment 
with an arrangement restricted to Cilicia, and otherwise continue to wait upon events, 
leaving the situation to develop, in the hope that the natural divergence between Turkish 
nationalism and Russian bolshevism may sufficiently paralyze the Kemalists, and so 
prepare the way for a more general understanding. 

‘If we were dealing with the question of Turkish nationalism alone, I should not see 
great objection to a policy of wait and see. But we must recognize that delay works for 
the Kemalists in so far as it works against the Greeks, so long as the allies continue to refuse 
assistance or even countenances to the latter. 

“There seems to be no immediate prospect of Constantine’s fall. If he remains, we must 
face the question whether in our own interest we should not now revert to the policy 
originally advocated by Lord Curzon, but not approved by the Supreme Council during 
its recent meeting at No. 10 Downing Street. [On December 2, 1920; see Vol. VIII, 
No. 97; see also Vol. XV, No. 4, p. 31.] That policy was one of bargaining with Constantine 
(or rather with Greece,—for Constantine had not then returned to Athens). It might well 
be our best course now to accept Constantine on certain conditions. Such conditions might 
have to include certain concessions to Kemal respecting the status of Smyrna. It would 
be a matter for negotiation how far such concessions should go. I agree with Mr. Nicolson 
that they should not go too far. (His particular difficulty of the customs might be solved 
by making Smyrna a completely free port—in distinction from the free zone within the 
port, as laid down by the treaty [article 335].) 

‘The thing to do would be to come to such an arrangement with the Greeks first, as 
would enable us to withdraw our ban on financial assistance and moral & diplomatic 
support, and then discuss with the Kemalists. If thereupon the latter do not come to terms, 
continue the wait-and-see policy, which, in those circumstances, would no longer have the 
disadvantage of involving the progressive weakening of Greece. There would however be 
a reasonable chance of the Kemalists coming to terms on these lines, in which case we 
could get Turkey to ratify the treaty even if she cannot be counted upon to ensure its 
loyal execution. If France and Italy still held out, and if Italy refused to part with the 
Dodecanese, we should on our part refuse to proceed with the tripartite agreement [of 
August 10, 1920, printed in B.F.S.P., vol. 113, pp. 797-803], and, as regards Italy with 
the African agreement (territorial cessions to Italy) [as laid down in the Secret Treaty of 
London of April 26, 1915, Articles 10 and 13. This was published as Cmd. 671 of 1920]. 

‘I feel that if we make concession over Smyrna and facilitate France’s proposed arrange- 
ment respecting Cilicia [See Vol. XITI, No. 200; see also No. 6 above], we are entitled 
to have our own way as regards our general policy towards Greece, and could, if necessary 
renew financial and diplomatic support to a Constantinist government even if France did 
not join. Italy probably would. E. A. C.’ 
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No. 13 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received Fanuary 22, 12.15 p.m.) 


No. 39 Telegraphic [E 1043/1 /44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, January 19, 1921, 7.50 p.m. 

My telegram No. 25.! 

Officer sent by Central Government to Ineboli about ten days ago to 
establish touch with mission at Angora has returned to Constantinople. 
Minister for Foreign Affairs? states that only news obtained by him was that 
negotiations with Nationalist leaders were progressing and that mission 
would be remaining for some time longer at Angora. 

This and other indications leave practically no doubt that mission is to all 
intents and purposes prisoner at Angora. 

According to one version which, however, I quote with greater reserve 
Angora Government. . .3 

Great impression has been created in Turkish circles here during last two 
days by exaggerated reports of Greek reverse this side of Eskishehr. 

I understand from Military Authorities that there has been no reverse in 
the true sense of the word but Greek withdrawal is acclaimed as result of 
decisive Nationalist victory and rumour is being circulated that Brussa itself 
has fallen. Papers of Nationalist sympathies are making no secret of their 
gratification. 

I have drawn attention of Minister for Foreign Affairs to this . ..3 sympathy 
with proceedings of troops controlled by rebel authority which proclaims 
itself to be at war with the Allies. I am also taking steps to restrain exuberance 
of press. 

My Italian colleague+ has communicated to me document received from 
Adalia which appears to be manifestly intended for Allied Governments on 
the eve of meeting of Conference.5 It contains vague statement of aims of 
national movement and ends as follows:—‘We are and always will be ready 
to sign Treaty military, political, juridical, and economic clauses of which 
will assure complete right to exist and the independence of population com- 
prised within boundaries laid down by national Covenant concluded by 
deputies elected by this population assembled at Constantinople Parliament 
on January 28th 1920. 

All our enemies have knowledge of this Covenant, text of which has been 
communicated to Press, Government and Paris Peace Conference.’® 


™ No. 8. 2 Sefa Bey. 3 The text is here uncertain. 

4 Marquis Garroni. 5 See No. 7, n. 5. 

6 This is a reference to the Turkish National Pact, a version of which had been drawn 
up by the Nationalist Congress of Erzerum (July 23—August 6, 1919). The Pact had been 
confirmed in a declaration of the Nationalist Congress of Sivas (September 4-13, 1919) 
and again on January 28, 1920, by an Assembly at Constantinople in which Nationalists 
were represented. On February 17, 1920, the text of the National Pact was printed in the 
Proceedings of the Turkish Chamber of Deputies. A close translation of this text from 


20 


I cannot place ‘Covenant’ referred to,”? but ‘boundaries’ are presumably 
those of “Turkey Proper’ i.e. roughly speaking all areas not in enemy occupa- 
tion at time of armistice. 

I see no reason to modify view expressed in last paragraph of my telegram 
under reference, but outlook here is increasingly unsatisfactory especially in 
view of . . .8 Mission to Angora and hitch in financial arrangements (see 
my telegram No. 38).9 
the Turkish, made independently of a current French version, was communicated to the 
Foreign Office by Sir H. Rumbold in his despatch No. 344 of April 6, 1921, not printed. 
An identical translation is given by E. G. Mears, Modern Turkey (New York, 1924), pp. 629- 
31, who gives also (pp. 627-8) a translation of the ‘Declaration of the Congress of Sivas’ 
of September 9, 1919. See also Helen Miller Davis, Constitutions, Electoral Laws, Treaties of 
the States in the Near and Middle East (Second Edition, Durham, N.C., 1953, pp. 465-6). 

7 Cf. No. 91, below. 

8 The text is here uncertain. 9 Of January 19, not printed. 


No. 14 


Sir H, Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received Fanuary 21, 11 a.m.) 


No. 43 Telegraphic [E 930/143/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, January 20, 1921, 5 p.m. 

My telegram No. 17.! 

General Harington has shown me his recent telegrams to War Office on 
various aspects of situation in Turkey including his telegram I. 9766 of 
January 14th.? 

It may be useful for Your Lordship to have connected statement of my 
own views on other than purely military aspects of situation before meeting 
of Allied Prime Ministers.3 

I would beg that this telegram be read in conjunction with my telegram 
No. 12534 of last year. I still regard objects indicated in third paragraph 
of that telegram as those which should be kept steadily in view now, though 
difficulty of securing them seems greater than ever. 

It is useless to regard Mustapha Kemal any longer as a brigand chief. 
Angora Government has tight grip on the whole of Asia Minor not in effec- 
tive foreign occupation with probable exception of certain more or less 
Kurdish areas in the South East. It exercises all functions of Government with 
average efficiency as efficiency goes in Turkey. Bulk of population sheep-like 
as always, recognized its authority without demur and majority . . .5 Moslem 
element support it strongly as standing for best interests of Turkey and 
individual Turks. It has been strong enough to repress quickly and thoroughly 
any attempts at local risings by anti-Kemalist Turks. It has strangle hold on 


! Telegram No. 17 from Constantinople concerns lighthouse dues. The reference is 
probably to Constantinople telegram No. 13 (i.e. No. 4). 

2 Not printed. 3 See No. 7, n. 5. 

4 Of November 27, 1920; Vol. XITI, No. 186. 5 The text is here uncertain. 
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native Christians though they do not fare badly at present except in marginal 
areas which are more or less the theatres of war. 

Economic situation in Anatolia is of course bad. Accounts differ as to 
financial situation of Angora Government. It must evidently be precarious 
but country will stand almost unlimited amount of extortion and it would be 
most unwise to count upon collapse of Kemal in the near future from lack of 
money. Officials are better off than those of Central Government. Prospects 
held out to military are sufficient to draw many away from Constantinople. 
Troops appear to be well found. 

Foreign orientation of Angora Government still turns mainly on question 
of relations with Bolsheviks. These are undoubtedly subject to frequent 
strain owing firstly to frequent differences over Caucasus question and 
secondly to mistrust of Bolsheviks amongst large numbers of Turks who fear 
penetration of Bolshevik principles into Asia Minor or who simply see old 
Russian menance behind present Bolshevik friendship. Nevertheless all recent 
indications point to conclusion that guiding spirits on both sides attach 
utmost value to continued co-operation and desire to avoid anything in the 
nature of rupture. 

In this connection it is well to bear in mind considerable role played by 
certain members of Old Union and Progress gang in Bolshevik Councils as 
exemplified in use made of Enver® and Djemal’s Mission to Afghanistan.7 
It is very doubtful how far even if leaders at Angora now wished to disen- 
tangle themselves from Bolsheviks they would find themselves able to do so. 
It is not impossible that at given moment Bolsheviks might be in a position 
to put any squeamish element on one side and impose new leaders who would 
take Bolsheviks orders. 

I am familiar with theory that Nationalist movement contains sufficiency 
of moderate element to be capable of being drawn into our orbit by relatively 
small concessions. There was a time when, if we had been prepared to drive 
Turkey less hard in the matter of territorial sacrifices, we might have divided 
moderate Nationalists (? and) irreconcilable Extremists. But as things have 
worked out movement has maintained its cohesion and extremists are en- 
titled to claim that its present strength justifies their attitude. I do not say it 
would be impossible even now to make bid for cohesion of more moderate 
elements to allied point of view. For this, however, it would be necessary not 
merely to offer substantial concessions but to show that Allies both disposed 
of and intended to use force necessary to impose any new settlement. 

Whatever their difficulties, leaders of Nationalist movement are now elated 
and self-confident and their acts and pronouncements show them to be in- 
tensely hostile to Allies with the exception of Italy, whose complaisance is 
however her only recommendation in their eyes. They are especially hostile 
to Great Britain. That is their chief common ground with Bolsheviks. Many 
of them still cherish hope of not merely saving Thrace and whole of Asia 
Minor but of establishing Turkish hegemony in the East at the expense of 
Great Britain. Others do not go so far as this and some of them would even 


® See, e.g. Vol. XIII, No. 181 and No. 12, n. 7. 7 See No. 4, n. 4. 
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like to revert to traditional friendship with Great Britain if only Great 
Britain would transfer her affections from Greece to Turkey; but even these 
would now regard retention of whole “Turkey proper’ with complete 
sovereign rights subject perhaps to mitigation by financial control as object 
to be attained. 

I do not altogether exclude possibility of attempts at direct rapprochement 
between Angora and new Greek Government. I should however require 
more evidence, than at present exists, to believe that any exchange of views 
is on foot and in any case I cannot conceive any basis on which definite 
understanding could be reached.® 

It would be a mistake to regard at present Constantinople Government as 
submissive to Allied point of view. They regard substantial revision of 
treaty as now being foregone conclusion. Their role is to keep home fires 
burning until Nationalists win back as much as possible for Turkey. They 
are compelled to render much lip service to Allies but their attitude over 
every important question and some minor ones since they came into power 
shows strong determination to give nothing away. 

Their strongest motives are probably sympathy with moderate Nationalists 
and fear of extremists. 

I cannot believe that Nationalist leaders are indifferent to fate of Con- 
stantinople as is sometimes alleged. It is quite likely however that even if 
Allies position here collapsed in next few months they would continue to 
govern at Angora until settlement was complete. It is essential that we should 
keep our hold here and maintain semblance of legitimate Government. This 
involves maintenance of order. I entirely share General Harington’s views as 
to extent to which it is menaced by starving condition of officials and by the 
presence of Russians.? It is difficult to see how things can be kept going here 
unless means are found to finance Turkish administration and unless someone 
continues to feed Russians. 

All this amounts to saying that Turkish situation as a whole has become 
almost inextricable; it is quite inextricable if treaty of Sévres is still to be 
regarded as basis of future unless Allies are united and are prepared to fight 
new war on large scale. Assuming that treaty is to be modified way out may 
possibly be found by making our displeasure with Greece excuse for new 
territorial settlement; by giving controls more palatable appearance while 
sacrificing as little possible of their efficacy; by gradually building up 
from Constantinople a new position with Sultan as corner stone; and by 
giving him definite and whole-hearted assistance with a view to reconstruc- 
tion of administration on sound financial basis, creation of gendarmerie 
and progressive exten[s]ion of authority outward from here. Obstacles to 


8 Sir H. Rumbold 1s here referring to reports contained in General Harington’s telegrams 
I. 9769, I. 9772 of January 14. Mr. Osborne minuted: “These telegrams are Col. Gribbon’s 
fuller elucidation of his theory that Mustapha Kemal is in collusion with the Greeks.’ 
(Lieut.-Col. W. H. Gribbon was a General Staff Officer, Grade I, at the General Head- 
quarters of the British Army of the Black Sea from November 1920.) 

9 See Vol. XV, p. 30, n. 7. 
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realization of revoluttonary'° programme are enormous and may be insuperable. 
They include usual difficulty of adjustment between Allies; difficulty of 
liquidating Greek complications imported by ourselves into Asia Minor; 
and difficulty of finding elements to form Turkish Government suitable for 
purpose in view. I nevertheless recommend that . . ." of some such pro- 
gramme be employed if only to avoid alternative of being compelled 
presently to recognise Kemal Government to which it is certainly not desir- 
able that victorious Allies should go as suitors for peace. 


10 ‘This word was queried in the Foreign Office. 


1 The text is here uncertain. In the Foreign Office ‘medium’ was suggested as the word 
omitted. 


No. 15 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received Fanuary 21, 10.35 p.m.) 
No. 27 Telegraphic (E 1025/143/44] 


ATHENS, January 21, 1921, 1.30 p.m. 


Colonel Repington' has arrived on a roving commission from ‘Daily 
Telegraph’ and under special patronage of Princess Christopher.? He is 
being treated with greatest civility and Greek officer who has reputation of 
being strong pro-German has been told off to show him (? round) and help 
him generally. 

Colonel Repington had long conversation with Prince Nicholas? yesterday 
and with King to-day.‘ Both told him that though Greek operations in Asia 
Minor the other day were entirely satisfactory they were uneasy about their 
lines of communication. Prince Nicholas said that if they received a hint that 
Great Britain would approve they would be glad to enter into negotiations 
with Kemal at once—he did not suggest on what terms; when Colonel 
Repington mentioned this idea to King, His Majesty would not say much but 
did not seem to (? favour) it. King of Greece stated that they could only 
maintain their front in Asia Minor for another month or six weeks without 
financial assistance; he seemed fully aware of French and Italian desire to 
see Greeks turned out of Smyrna but did not show smallest sign of being 
willing to acquiesce, and he used all the usual arguments that Greece was 
acting on mandate of the Powers, especially Great Britain. 

His Majesty stated that as a constitutional monarch he would interfere 
in no way in choice of Prime Minister by Chamber, but that Monsieur 


1 Colonel C. A’C. Repington, formerly Military Correspondent of The Times (January 
1905—January 1918) and author of The First World War (London, 1920). 

2 Princess Christopher (formerly Mrs. Leeds, a very wealthy American) was the wife 
of King Constantine’s brother, Prince Christopher. 

3 Prince Nicholas was a brother of King Constantine. 

4 For an account of these conversations of January 19 and January 20, see Colonel 
Repington’s Diary, published under the title After the War (London, 1922), pp. 23-7. 
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Gounaris’ had a great majority and was certain. He referred to Monsieur 
Rhallys as ‘Ramolli.’6 Monsieur Gounaris was waiting when Colonel Reping- 
ton came out and Colonel gathered (I do not know how) that he is in high 
favour. 

King talked of absolute impossibility of general amnesty to party of 
Monsieur Venizelos and showed no signs whatever of disapproving, or even 
regretting, their universal removal from posts, etc. 

Colonel Repington told me he had impression that King is stupid but 
honest. 


Ss M. Demetrios Gounaris (Prime Minister from March to November 1915) was Minister 
of War in the Rhallis Cabinet (see n. 6, below). 

In his telegram No. 25 of January 20 Lord Granville had reported: ‘I was told on 
apparently good authority that Monsieur Gounaris had now secured very large majority 
of anti-Venezelists and that Monsieur Stratos had recognized this fact and agreed to vote 
for Gounarist candidate for the Presidency of the Chamber. Now I hear on the contrary 
that Monsieur Stratos is still full of hope and that it is very uncertain how many (? deputies) 
Monsieur Gounaris has secured.’ Lord Granville added: “The King and Prince Nicholas 
both told English journalist that Monsieur Gounaris was impossible because of the Allies, 
and Monsieur Rhallis because of his (? age) and frequent “gaffes’’, and that Monsieur 
Stratos would therefore be Prime Minister. . . .’ To this telegram Lord Curzon replied 
in telegram No. 14 of January 21: ‘Without desiring to interfere in any way in internal 
politics of Greece, I need not conceal from you that appointment of M. Gounaris as Prime 
Minister would be very unwelcome to ourselves, and that view of King Constantine that 
Stratos would be the best man in the interests both of Greece and the Entente is one in 
which we entirely concur.’ M. Nicholas Stratos was at one time Minister of Marine in the 
Venezelist Cabinet. He ignored instructions concerning a contract and was asked to resign. 
He thereupon became an ardent Royalist. 

6 i.e. a dotard. Following the resignation of M. Venizelos on November 17, 19209, 
M. M. D. Rhallis had become President of the Council and Minister for Foreign Affairs 
and Justice ad interim. He was succeeded by M. Kalogeropoulos on February 6, 1921. See 
Vol. XII, Chap. ITI, Nos. 428 ff. 


No. 16 


Letter from Earl Curzon to the French Ambassador 
[C 1101 /20/19}' 
January 21, 1921 
Your Excellency, 
In reply to Your Excellency’s Note of the 14th instant,? I have the honour 
to state that I have also received from the Greek Legation in London an 
official notification of the return of King Constantine to the throne of Greece,3 


1 The draft only of this letter is preserved in the Foreign Office archives. 

2 Not printed. 

3 This notification was communicated in a letter of January 12, which ran: ‘By order 
of my Government I have the honour to bring to Your Lordship’s knowledge that His 
Majesty King Constantine, my August Sovereign, returned to His kingdom on the 6/rgth. 
of December 1920, and has resumed His royal functions.’ 


2) 


and that in accordance with the suggestion of the French Government I do 
not propose to return any reply to this communication. 
[I am, &c.,] 
(For the Secretary of State) 
CHARLES TUFTON 


No. 17 


Earl Curzon' to Lord Hardinge (Paris) 
No. 243 [E 800/800/44|* 


My Lord FOREIGN OFFICE, fanuary 24, IQ2I 
y ’ ’ ly 24, 


I have to inform your Excellency that, on the 15th instant, the French 
Chargé d’ Affaires called on the Under-Secretary of State in order to give the 
following information :— 

2. There are at Rome a number of Nationalist Turks who are anxious to 
put themselves forward as intermediaries between the Allies and Mustapha 
Kemal. Their spokesman, M. de Fleuriau explained, is Ahmet Riza Bey,? 
and Djavid Bey is associated with them. They recently approached M. 
Barrére, the French Ambassador, on the subject of Cilicia, and offered to 
facilitate an arrangement with Mustapha Kemal for the withdrawal from 
Cilicia of both Kemalist and French forces, the former beginning the evacua- 
tion. A gendarmerie to be established under French officers would keep 
order in the province. 

3. This arrangement, M. de Fleuriau said, would entirely suit the plans of 
the French Government, and would in fact be in harmony with the provisions 
of the tripartite agreement.4 In these circumstances, M. Barrére had been 
authorised to reply that if Mustapha Kemal were to put forward proposals 
to the above effect the French Government would be quite prepared to 
consider them. 

4. Sir E. Crowe asked M. de Fleuriau whom these Turks at Rome pur- 
ported to represent. He replied that he did not know in the least. 

5. Sir E. Crowe then enquired whether the French Government con- 
templated dealing with the problem of Cilicia all by itself, or whether they 
desired to use an understanding on this subject as a lever for obtaining 
a general settlement with the Kemalists. It seemed to Sir E. Crowe of 


1 The contents of this despatch had been approved by Lord Curzon on January 20; 
he left London on January 22 to attend the Second Conference at Paris, January 24-9 
(see Vol. XV, Chap. I). 

2 Ahmed Riza Bey, a theorist in the Young Turk movement, edited the organ ‘Mesveret’. 
He was in Europe from 1895 to 1908. During the Young Turk revolution, he became Presi- 
dent of the Chamber of Deputies; in 1912 he became President of the Senate. 

3 Javid Bey, a member of the Dénme sect at Salonika (a Judaco-Islamic syncretist sect 
founded in the seventeenth century) had been Minister of Finance under the Young Turks; 
he resigned on the outbreak of war in October, 1914. 

4 Of August 10, 1920, printed in B.F.S.P., vol. 113, pp. 797-803. 
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advantage to avoid attacking the problem that was confronting the Allies 
piecemeal. 

6. On this point also, M. de Fleuriau had no information, but he said he 
could at once give an assurance that in no case would the French Govern- 
ment make any decision, or any bargain, except in complete understanding 
with their Allies. 

I am, &c., 
CuRZON OF KEDLESTON 


No. 18 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received January 26, 12.30 p.m.) 


No. 56 Telegraphic [E 1223/201 /44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, January 25, 1921, 2.15 p.m. 

My telegram No. 38." 

In a letter dated January 22nd.? and addressed to Allied Financial Com- 
mission the Minister of Finance? accepts control as desired by Commission. 
Before signing this letter Minister of Finance tried to get Financial Com- 
mission to accept condition that control should only last until end of Turkish 
financial year i.e. end of February. High Commissioners rejected this demand 
at once and Minister of Finance then gave way. After signing letter Minister 
resigned and I am informed that Turkish Government are so nervous of 
Angora that they do not mean to fill up Financial Ministry definitely. One 
of the other Turkish Ministers has been placed in charge of Financial 
Ministry. 

I have reason to believe final acceptance by Turkish Government of con- 
trol of their finances is in a considerable degree due to direct intervention of 
Sultan to whom I had three. . .4 previously sent a message explaining situa- 
tion and stating that I was only too anxious to raise embargo on gold in 
order to permit a payment on account to be made to officials who were in 
such terrible straits. I added that the person of the Finance Minister stood 
in the way. Knowledge of distress amongst officials was calculated to appeal 
to Sultan who 1s a kind hearted man. Financial situation of Turkish Govern- 
ment will be . . .5 ten days hence and it is to be foreseen that they will appeal 


' In this telegram of January 19, Sir H. Rumbold reported that the Turkish Government 
had failed to confirm in writing their verbal agreement (reported in his telegram No. 34 
of January 17) to the proposed form of financial control. This meant that the sum of 
£1T.252,000 (see No. 8), intended as collateral security for a sum of £T.1,200,000 which 
the Provisional Allied Financial Commission (see Vol. XIII, No. 154) proposed to hand 
over to the Turkish Government, remained under embargo in the Ottoman Bank. 

2 A copy of this letter was enclosed, together with other correspondence relating to this 
subject, in Sir H. Rumbold’s despatch No. 93 of January 25, not printed. 

3 Rachid Bey. 

4 The text is here uncertain; the word ‘days’ was suggested in the Foreign Office. 

5 The text is here uncertain; the words ‘once more desperate’ were suggested in the 
Foreign Office. 


27 


through [provisional] Financial Commission to High Commissioners for 
help. Psychological moment would then appear to have arrived for insisting 
that immediate constitution of Financial Commission is the only measure 
which can save situation. I have steadily urged this view on Turkish Govern- 
ment and its adoption by them ought in principle to imply ratification of 
Treaty.® 

Repeated to Paris No. 2. 


6 In his despatch No. 93 (sce n. 2) Sir H. Rumbold wrote: ‘Sir Adam Block [British 
Representative on the Provisional Allied Financial Commission at Constantinople and 
British Delegate on the Turkish Public Debt Council] informs me that the financial situation 
of the Turkish Government will be as desperate in ten days’ time as it was before the 
£T1T.1,200,000 were handed over to them.’ 


No. 19 


Lord Hardinge (Paris) to Sir W. Tyrrell (Received January 26, 10.10 a.m.) 
No. 59 Telegraphic [E 1207/1 /44|* 


PARIS, January 26, 1921, 12.29 a.m. 

Following from Earl Curzon:— 

‘Following for King and Cabinet :— 

“Conference this afternoon? discussed Turkish and Greek questions. Italian 
representative produced, but did not definitely support, proposal which had 
been made by representative of Turks in Rome, purposing to represent 
Kemalist views, effect of which would have been complete reversal of Treaty 
of Sévres. Prime Minister and Lord Curzon pointed out uncertainty of any 
arrangement with Kemal proving permanent, and strong moral objections 
which existed to our purchasing peace with Turkish Nationalists at exclusive 
expense of Greeks. French Government did not press for any drastic re- 
vision of treaty, and welcomed proposal which was then advanced by Lord 
Curzon that matter should be discussed by an Allied Conference at which 
both Greeks and Turks should be represented. After further discussion, the 
resolutions contained in my immediately following telegram‘ were adopted, 
and necessary instructions have to-night been sent to High Commissioners at 
Constantinople and Ministers at Athens.” ’5 

(Repeated to Athens and Constantinople.) 


! Sir William Tyrrell had been Assistant Under-Secretary of State since October 1, 1918; 
he was in charge of the Foreign Office in the absence of Lord Curzon and Sir E. Crowe 
at the Paris Conference (see No. 17, n. 1). 

2 This telegram was presumably drafted on January 25. For minutes of this meeting 
of the Conference, see Vol. XV, No. 4. 

3 See Vol. XV, No. 4 (p. 30) and Appendix A (p. 38). 

4 No. 20, below. 

S Ibid. n. 1. 
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No. 20 


Lord Hardinge (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received Fanuary 26, 10.10 a.m.) 
No. 60! Telegraphic [E 1208/1 /44|* 
PARIS, January 26, 1921, 12.55 a.m. 

Following telegram is being addressed to your French colleague by M. 
Briand, as president of Conference in Paris. You should at once concert 
with your French and Italian colleagues in executing instructions therein 
contained :— 

“As president of Conference in Paris, I request you will inform your British 
and Italian colleagues of the following decisions which have to-day been 
adopted by Supreme Council, and that you will concert with them in bring- 
ing these decisions to the notice of Government to which you are accredited, 
inviting the latter to furnish an immediate reply in order that Conference 
may be in possession of their answers before breaking up at the end of the 
week. 

“Text of decisions adopted by Conference of 25th January, 1921 :— 

“‘t. Conference of Allied representatives, as well as those of Turkish and 
Greek Governments, have been summoned to meet in London on agaist 
February to discuss a settlement of Eastern questions. 

“2. Basis of such a conference shall be Treaty of Sévres already signed by 
Powers and by Turkey, subject to such modifications as may have been 
necessitated by passage of events. 

“3. The invitation to Turkish Government shall propose as a condition 
that Mustapha Kemal or qualified representative of Government at Angora 
should be included in Turkish delegation. 

“4. That Greek Government be similarly invited to attend.”2 
‘(To Constantinople only.) 

“You should leave to Turkish Government task of notifying Angora of 
Allied decisions and of eliciting an immediate reply.—BRIAND.’ 

Above is from Prime Minister. 

1 This telegram was addressed as an unnumbered telegram to Constantinople and Athens, 


and was repeated as No. 60 to the Foreign Office. 
2 A fifth draft resolution was omitted (see Vol. XV, pp. 36-9). 


No. 21 
Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Recetved January 26, 6.20 p.m.) 
_ No 57 Telegraphic [E 1227/1 /44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, January 26, 1921, 2.30 p.m. 


My French colleague! has communicated to my Italian colleague? and 
myself decision taken by Supreme Council yesterday with reference to 


™ General Pellé. 2 See No. 13, n. 4. 
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summoning of a conference in London on 21st February to discuss settlement 
of Eastern question.3 

We have communicated text of this decision to Grand Vizier* to-day in 
a joint note,5 and have requested him to let us have before the end of the 
week answer of Turkish Government to invitation to send representatives to 
said conference. We have also asked Grand Vizier to get into touch with 
Angora at once on the same subject. 

In view of decision of Supreme Council, which we welcome, it will prob- 
ably be necessary to help Turkish Government to tide over their financial 
difficulties at least until end of February if not longer. (Please see my tele- 
gram No. 56 of 25th January.)® 

(Repeated to Paris, No. 3.) 


3 See No. 20. 4 Tewfik Pasha 
5 Not traced in the Foreign Office archives, 6 No, 18 


No. 22 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received January 28, 8.15 p.m.) 
No. 35 Telegraphic [E 1332/143/44] 
ATHENS, January 26, 1921, 9.30 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 240.! 

Colonel Repington has been asked by President of the Council? to ascer- 
tain whether His Majesty’s Government would raise any objection to King 
Constantine visiting his troops in Asia Minor. I have authorised Colonel 
Repington to inform President of the Council that although I am not in 
a position to make an official statement on the subject I can let him know 
confidentially that I enquired your views on this question some time ago and 
received reply? that it was matter on which Greek Government must decide 
and that my private interpretation of this is that His Majesty’s Government 
do not object. Colonel Repington in delivering this message added on my 
suggestion an expression of his personal view that it would be desirable for 
King to avoid as far as possible demonstrations etc in Smyrna. 

Colonel Repington repeated same advice to King himself. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 13. 


t Of December 27, 1920, not printed. This telegram, a reply to Athens telegram No. 353 
of December 23 (not printed) in which Lord Granville had asked what H.M. Government’s 
attitude would be in the event of a visit by King Constantine to his troops in Smyrna, ran 
as follows: ‘Question is one for Greek Gov[ernmen]t to decide and H.M. G[overnment] 
see no reason to interfere.’ 

2 M. Rhallis. 3 See n. 1. 
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No. 23 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received January 28, 10 a.m.) 
No. 37 Telegraphic [E 1266/1/44] 
ATHENS, January 27, 1921, 7.20 p.m. 


Paris telegram No. 60 of 26th January! and my telegram No. 36 of 27th 
January.? 

I have called on President of the Council to inform him officially that 
French Minister’s note of yesterday was on behalf of all three Powers, and 
Italian Minister proposes to do the same. President of the Council asked me 
to communicate decision of the Conference to him officially in English as 
usual, so I am doing so. 

President asked me to telegraph that Greek Government accept invitation 
to London Conference and will be represented by himself; he asked me to add 
that he had expressed unofficially, and not as a.. .3, his surprise at invitation 
being extended to Kemal. British Prime Minister had stated publicly* that 
it was not possible to negotiate with Kemal, who was a rebel, and Greek 
Government were convinced, especially after news just received of defection 
of Etem Bey [stc]5 and desertion of some 2,000 Turks into Greek lines,® that 
Kemal was a mere bogey. 

President told me confidentially that he will ask M. Politis to assist him at 
Conference, hoping that he will accept, as he accepted to represent Greece at 
Geneva.’ 

(Repeated to Paris and Constantinople.) 


™ No. 20. 

2 This telegram stated: ‘My French colleague has communicated to me, under instruc- 
tions of French Government, copy of note which he has to-day handed to President of the 
Council containing decision of Supreme Council.’ 

3 The text is here uncertain. 

4 In a speech on December 22, 1920 (see No. 7, n. 2). 

S Cherkis Edhem Bey, a Circassian with a substantial following in the region of Kutahia, 
was a leader of Nationalist irregulars. 

6 In his telegram No. I. 9747 of January 11 to the War Office, General Harington cited 
a report which stated that Cherkis Edhem Bey, while commanding a Nationalist force 
round Gediz, had sent envoys to the Greek commander stating his willingness to fight 
against Mustafa Kemal’s troops on certain conditions. The report went on to state that 
Edhem Bey enjoyed the confidence of Kemal who might well use him as a medium for 
negotiations with Greek Royalists. In a further telegram, No. I. 9772 of January 14, 
General Harington cited a Greek report to the effect that Edhem Bey had occupied Kutahia 
and Alayund Junction and that he wished to know the Greek plan of campaign on the 
Brussa front, so that he might attack Eskishehir. On January 19, in his telegram No. 22, 
Lord Granville, citing a Greek official communication, reported that Edhem had captured 
two Nationalist generals, 600 men and much material, and intended to march on 
Eskishehir. 

7 M.N. Politis, Greek jurist and diplomat, had been Greek Minister for Foreign Affairs 
in M. Venizelos’s Ministry from October 1916 to November 1920, and Greek delegate to 
the Peace Conference of 1919. He represented Greece at the First Assembly of the League 
of Nations at Geneva, November 16—December 18, 1920. 
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No. 24 


Record by Mr. Nicolson: of a conversation with M. Venizelos 


[C 1740]20/19) 

PARIS, January 27, 1921 

1. I had a long conversation this afternoon with M. Venizelos? who 
arrived last night from Nice. 

2. He was somewhat puzzled as to the meaning of the allied resolution 
of Tuesday last, and his uneasiness had been increased by a conversation he 
had had with Mr. Winston Churchill* at Monte Carlo in which the latter had 
told him that some drastic revision of the treaty of Sévres was inevitable. 

3. I assured M. Venizelos that he need not be uneasy as to a desertion of 
Greece by England in regard to any vital Greek interest. The idea of the 
Conference had been mooted by Lord Curzon himself and, in spite of the 
jubilation of the French press, constituted in fact a success from the British 
point of view. 

4. M. Venizelos was relieved to hear this. He was amused at the awkward 
predicament in which Mustafa Kemal would be placed by our proposal. He 
felt certain that Kemal would do something foolish; he would either refuse 
to come to the Conference or else, if he came, put forward such extreme 
proposals as would ruin his whole case. It would then be possible for us to 
convince the French and Italians that no hope of a peaceful settlement 
resided in any drastic revision of the treaty of Sévres. 

5. As regards the attitude to be adopted by the Powers towards Greece, 
M. Venizelos stated that in present circumstances the only course open to 
us was to support King Constantine. He realised that that monarch might 
remain in power for two or three years, but he feared that any drastic action 
tending to secure his overthrow would do irretrievable harm to Greece and 
little good to the Allies. I explained to him that even if we desired to do so, it 
would be very difficult to reconcile public opinion in England to granting 
any financial support to King Constantine. There was a great cry at home 
for economy and any suggestions of a Greek loan would be severely criticised 
in the House of Commons. M. Venizelos said that he did not think any very 
extensive assistance would be necessary; the Greeks could easily hold Smyrna 
with their ordinary standing army and without the excessive mobilisation 
which had been necessitated by their desire to assist the Allies at Ismid and 
Broussa. If he were himself the present head of the Greek Government, 
he would say to the Allies that the Greeks proposed on a certain date to 
reduce their army to the limits necessary to hold Smyrna; that he would be 


1 Mr. Nicolson (see No. 7, n. 1) had accompanied Lord Curzon to the Paris Conference 
of January 24-9. 

2 M. Venizelos had left Athens on November 17; he had arrived in Nice on November 25, 
and in Paris on January 26. 

3 See No. 20. 


4 Minister for War from January 1919, Mr. Churchill became Secretary of State for the 
Colonies on February 13, 1921. 
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prepared, however, if the Allies so desired, to maintain the army on its 
fully mobilised basis, but that in that case the Allies should pay for the 
extra charge. 

6. As regards King Constantine, M. Venizelos stated that he would re- 
gard it as ‘political immorality’ for him ever to accept service under that 
monarch. He felt however that King Constantine would not last for more 
than a few years, and was himself quite prepared to enjoy a long rest before 
resuming office. 

7. Finally, M. Venizelos asked me whether I thought it would be indis- 
creet on his part to come quietly to London when the Conference takes place 
in February. I pointed out to him that it would be impossible to keep his 
visit secret and that the blame of whatever was decided by the Conference 
would be exploited in Athens as having been due to his influence. He re- 
marked with justice that Constantine’s press would formulate this attack in 
any case, and that the important thing was whether his presence would or 
would not be of any value. I merely said that I really was not in a position 
to give him any indication one way or another on this point. I presume that 
as the Prime Minister asked him to come to Paris he will also ask him to 
come to London, but I gave no hint of this to M. Venizelos. 

8. M. Venizelos who seemed in excellent health gave me the impression of 
regarding the present crisis as little more than an irritating interruption in 
his work for Greece. He was not in the least resentful or dispirited and his 
only uneasiness was that during this interruption he might be deserted by his 
friends. The little I was able to tell him seemed however to reassure him 
considerably. 

Harotp NICOLson 


No. 25 


Lord Hardinge (Paris) to the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs 


No. P. 148! [E 1398/22/44] 

Urgent PARIS, January 27, 1921 

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs were so good as to acquaint His Majesty’s 

Embassy, in two notes dated January 21,2 with the views of the French 

Government on the various points raised in the notes from His Majesty’s 

Embassy of January 33 and January 17‘ in regard to the execution of the 

terms of the Treaty of Sévres and the setting up of the Commissions instituted 
by that Treaty. 


! This note, a copy of which was enclosed in Paris despatch No. 347 of January 28, not 
printed, was addressed to the French Government in accordance with instructions given in 
Foreign Office despatch No. 281 of January 26, not printed. For earlier correspondence 
on this subject see Vol. XIII, Nos. 146, 167, and 188. 

2 Transmitted in Paris despatch No. 290 of January 22, not printed. 

3 This note embodied the contents of Foreign Office despatch No. 4193 to Paris (No. 1153 
to Rome) of December 31, 1920 (Vol. XIII, No. 205). 

4 Transmitted in Paris despatch No. 247 of January 18, not printed. 


I, XVII 33 D 


His Majesty’s Government have carefully examined the contents of the 
two above-mentioned notes from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs; and His 
Majesty’s Embassy has the honour, in accordance with the instructions of 
His Majesty’s Principal Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, to express the 
earnest hope that the French Government may see their way to reconsider 
their attitude on the questions at issue between the two Governments, for the 
following reasons. 

(1) The French Government doubtless realise no less keenly than His 
Majesty’s Government that conditions in Constantinople are now extremely 
critical, owing to the presence in that capital and its immediate neighbour- 
hood of unpaid Turkish officers and officials, refugee Russian troops and 
discontented Greeks in large numbers. It must indeed be recognised that at 
any moment a most dangerous situation may arise entailing the employment 
of Allied troops for the maintenance of order, an operation for the success of 
which effective unity of command would be essential. His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment have therefore learnt with surprise and concern that the French 
Government have at this late hour, and in full knowledge of the danger 
of the situation, attached an entirely new condition to their concurrence in 
the immediate assumption by General Harington of the command over 
the Allied forces—namely, the allocation to a French officer of the highly 
impo[r]tant post of President of the Sub-Commission on Organisation. The 
following facts will demonstrate clearly how little ground His Majesty’s 
Government had to expect that such a demand would be put forward. The 
Allied Military Committee of Versailles presided over by Marshal Foch 
recommended, in the scheme submitted to His Excellency the President of 
the Council on September 25 last,5 that the Presidency of the Sub-Commis- 
sion on Organisation should be assigned to an officer of the same nationality 
as the President of the main Military Commission. A slightly modified scheme, 
prepared by the British War Office and communicated to the Military 
Attaché of the French Embassy in London in November last,® included the 
same arrangement. Major-General Franks? was duly nominated for the post 
of President of the Sub-Commission in question, and his appointment was 
communicated,8 prior to his departure for Constantinople on December 16, 
to the French Military Attaché in London; the appointment was moreover 


5 A copy of the report of the Allied Military Committee of Versailles dated September 25, 
was enclosed in Paris despatch No. 3046 of October 1, 1920, not printed. 

6 The communication was made on October 29, 1920, to the French and Italian Military 
Attachés prior to their attendance at a meeting held at the War Office on November 1, 1920. 
For the substance of the scheme proposed, see Vol. XIII, No. 167. 

7 Maj.-Gen. G. M. Franks had been Inspector-General of Artillery, Great Britain, 
1918-20. As President of the Sub-Commission on Organization, he was to be responsible 
for the reorganization of the gendarmerie and ‘special elements’ provided for in the Treaty 
of Sévres. Already a French officer, Lt.-Col. Viet, had assumed the functions of Inspector 
of Ottoman Gendarmerie. This Officer had succeeded General Foulon, who had been in 
charge of Ottoman Gendarmerie Organization in 1913 and who, after the Armistice, had 
resumed unofficially his old duties, which he had discharged until his death in 1920. 

8 In a letter of December 13, 1920, the War Office had informed the Foreign Office that 
the French Military Attaché had been told unofficially of Maj.-Gen. Franks’s appointment. 
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officially notified to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in accordance with Earl 
Curzon’s instructions, by His Majesty’s Embassy in a note dated December 
20.9 His Majesty’s Government have been in constant communication with 
the French Government, both through the French Embassy in London and 
through the British Embassy in Paris, in regard to the recommendations of 
the Military Committee of Versailles and the discussions in London between 
the British military authorities and the French and Italian Military At- 
tachés; but until the receipt of the notes from the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs dated January 21, His Majesty’s Government were totally unaware 
of any desire on the part of the French Government to have the Presidency 
of the Sub-Commission on Organisation assigned to a French General. It is 
urged by the French Government that a similar procedure must be admitted, 
as regards the Military Commission in Turkey, to that followed in the case 
of the Military Commission in Germany, the President of which is a French 
General, while the President of the Sub-Commission on Disarmament is 
a British General.'° His Majesty’s Government are however unable to re- 
gard the two cases as exactly parallel; for the Treaty of Sévres (unlike the 
Treaty of Versailles) institutes various other Commissions—Financial, Straits, 
etc.—of which no equivalent exists in the case of Germany, and the Allied 
Governments have agreed to an equitable distribution of the Presidencies of 
these Commissions, whereby Frenchmen are to hold the highly important 
Presidency of the Financial Commission as well as that of the Naval Com- 
mission. 

On all these grounds His Majesty’s Government earnestly trust that the 
French Government may find it possible to waive the condition laid down 
in the notes of January 21, and issue immediate instructions to the French 
authorities concerned for the recognition of General Harington as 
Commander-in-Chief, in consideration of the present grave situation in 
Constantinople which admits of no further delay in the settlement of the 
question of command. 

(2) The foregoing arguments apply with equal force to points 8 and g" in 
the note from His Majesty’s Embassy dated January 3, and His Majesty’s 
Government feel confident that the French Government will now be able to 
accept the proposals contained therein. 

(3) As regards the reservations made by the French Government on 
point 5!! of the above-mentioned note, His Majesty’s Government trust that 
it may eventually be found possible to agree on an inclusive uniform salary 
for the representatives of France, Italy and Great Britain on the Financial 
Commission, which will render unnecessary the continuance of their re- 
muneration as delegates on the Ottoman Debt Commission. 

(4) His Majesty’s Government were already aware, through the letter 


9 This note, not printed, embodied the instructions contained in Foreign Office despatch 
No. 4061 to Paris of December 17, not printed. 
10 General Nollet and Maj.-Gen. Sir Francis Bingham respectively. 
1! These points are set out in Foreign Office despatch No. 4193 to Paris (No. 1153 to 
Rome) of December 31, 1920 (see Vol. XIII, No. 205). 
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addressed to the Earl of Derby on November 5! by the Secretary-General of 
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the condition attached by the French 
Government to the appointment of a British Inspector-General of the 
Turkish Customs; and point 6" in the note from His Majesty’s Embassy of 
January 3 was specially drafted with a view to cover the reservation of the 
French Government on this question. 

(5) As regards the installation and accommodation at Constantinople of 
the delegates on the Financial Commission—a question raised in the two last 
paragraphs of the note from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of January 21— 
His Majesty’s Government feel bound to adhere to the view communicated 
to Monsieur de Fleuriau in Earl Curzon’s note of December 31,'!3 namely 
that the various Commissions should settle such matters among themselves 
on the spot, the respective Governments obviously not being in a position to 
judge of local conditions. They regret therefore to be unable to instruct His 
Majesty’s High Commissioner at Constantinople in the sense desired by the 
French Government. 

In conclusion, His Majesty’s Embassy is directed by Earl Curzon to add 
that the Italian Government have now signified their entire acceptance" of 
all the proposals put forward by His Majesty’s Government as regards the 
arrangements in question. His Majesty’s Government are therefore most 
anxious to learn whether the French Government are now prepared to join 
with them and the Italian Government in pressing forward these arrangements 
with all the speed which the grave situation at Constantinople demands. 


12 Transmitted in Paris despatch No. 3336 of November 5, not printed. The Earl of Derby 
was at that time H.M. Ambassador at Paris. 

13 In reply to M. de Fleuriau’s note of December 20, not printed. 

14 In his telegram No. 18 of January 17, Sir G. Buchanan reported: ‘Note received from 
Italian Government today states that they concur in all the ten points contained in your 
despatch No. 1153 [see n. 3].’ 


No. 26 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received Fanuary 28, 11.30 p.m.) 


No. 62 Telegraphic [E 1334/1 /44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, January 28, 1921, 5 p.m. 
My telegram No. 59 of 27th January.! 
Following is a translation of reply to our joint note received to-day from 
Porte :— 
‘I have had the honour to acquaint myself with contents of note which 
your Excellency addressed yesterday, conjointly with their Excellencies the 


1 Not printed. In this telegram Sir H. Rumbold reported that the Turkish Minister for 
Foreign Affairs had communicated to the French High Commissioner the tenor of the 
note which the Turkish Government would address to the Allied High Commissioners in 
reply to their joint note of January 26 (see No. 21), and had stated that the Turkish Govern- 
ment were telegraphing to Angora immediately. 
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French and Italian High Commissioners, to His Highness the Grand Vizier, 
transmitting to him text of decision reached by Supreme Council, sitting at 
Paris, regarding convocation of Imperial Government to conference which 
will meet in London on 2tst February. 

‘Sublime Porte hastens to thank your Excellency for this communication, 
and to inform you that it will without delay take necessary steps to comply 
with invitation which will be addressed to it by conference.’ 


No. 27 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received January 29, 5.15 p.m.) 
No. 41 Telegraphic [E1359/1/44| 


ATHENS, January 28, 1921, 9 p.m. 

My telegram No. 39.! 

Press of all shades express bitter disappointment at decision on Greek 
affairs being postponed and at Kemal being invited to attend London con- 
ference; Greek Government are severely blamed for the unjustifiable opti- 
mism which has led all (? Government) papers to assure people that all 
would be well, that allied Ministers would enter into relations with King 
Constantine within a few days, and that friendship and. . .? of allies for 
Greece would be resumed at once. It is argued that inclusion of Kemal in 
invitation is direct contradiction of statement of Prime Minister on Decem- 
ber 22nd.3 

One or two rare exceptions maintain optimistic line and argue that 
decision taken is best possible as time (? would) bring France and Italy 
round to accept British policy. 

Veniselist papers while taking pessim[i]stic view express patriotism and call 
on all Greeks to (? forget) dissensions and work together to save Greece. 
‘Patris’ carries this argument so far in leading article signed by Editor as to 
suggest that, if it should appear necessary for welfare of country, King should 
be called on to make supreme sacrifice and abdicate in favour of Crown 
Prince. 


t Not printed. 2 The text is here uncertain. 3 See No. 7, n. 2. 


No. 28 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Lord Curzon (Received January 29, 6.15 p.m.) 
No. 42 Telegraphic [E 1360/1 /44] 
Very Urgent ATHENS, January 29, 1921, I p.m. 
My telegram No. 37.! 
Official note? just received from Greek Government accepting invita- 
tion to Conference in London states that Greek Government adhere to 
™ No. 23. 


2 This note was transmitted to the Foreign Office under cover of Athens despatch No. 41 
of January 29, not printed. 
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programme of Conference ‘in conviction that it accords with maintenance 
intact of status quo in East, of which Treaty of Sévres is creative act drawn up 
by all allied powers. That treaty is (? statement of) views of which Greece 
has given irrefutable proofs and Greek people are firmly determined to 
carry out to their full extent engagements undertaken by them, but Greek 
Government consider Conference would be justified in imposing on Turkey 
penalties reserved by signatories of treaty? as consequence of her want of 
goodwill’. 
3 The reference is to Art. 36 of the Treaty of Sévres. 


No. 29 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Received February 4) 
No. 108 [E 1536/1/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, January 29, 1921 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to report that the Minister for Foreign Affairs called 
on me yesterday evening, and we had a long conversation about the Con- 
ference which it is proposed to hold in London on the 21st proximo. 

2. I asked Sefa Bey whether he thought that Mustapha Kemal would be 
willing to be represented at that Conference. I should mention, incidentally, 
that I am aware that an active exchange of telegrams is proceeding between 
Constantinople and Angora on the subject.!. The Minister for Foreign 
Affairs would not commit himself to an expression of opinion, and said that 
he had not seen the Grand Vizier in the course of the day and, therefore, 
was not acquainted with the latest developments. 

3. Sefa Bey then proceeded to give me his views as to the way in which the 
Treaty might be modified, and I report them because they are an indication 
of the spirit in which the Turkish Government will go to the Conference. 

4. As regards territorial questions the Minister for Foreign Affairs thought 
that the Southern Frontier of Turkey in Asia, as drawn in Map 2? annexed to 
the Treaty of Sévres, should be modified in favour of Turkey by the inclusion 
of districts and towns such as Aintab, Urfa and Mardin, which, according 
to His Excellency, are inhabited exclusively by an Ottoman population. 
Sefa Bey said that the wishcs of the inhabitants of Smyrna and the surround- 
ing district with regard to the régime under which they wished to come might 
be ascertained by means of an enquiry. I said I supposed that Sefa Bey 
meant a plebiscite, but he replied in the negative and said that he had in 
mind a Commission of Enquiry. As far as I could gather this Commission 


1 In a private telegram of January 28 to Sir H. Rumbold, Lord Hardinge stated that, 
according to an intelligence source, Mustafa Kemal had replied to the Grand Vizier as 
follows: ‘If Allied Powers are decided to solve Turkish question at Conference of London 
in a just and right manner they must address their invitation direct to Government of 
National Assembly.’ 

2 See Cmd. 964 of 1920. 
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would be apparently similar to that at one time contemplated by the Polish 
Minister for Foreign Affairs} in connection with Vilna and the territories in 
dispute between Poland and Lithuania.‘ With regard to the Turco-Armenian 
Frontier the Minister for Foreign Affairs was prepared to admit that any 
districts containing 55% or more of Armenians should be awarded to 
Armenia. In order to meet the criticism that the Turks had, by their own 
actions, purposely diminished the Armenian population in various districts, 
he was prepared to take as a basis the pre-war statistics of the population in 
those districts. He thought that it would be manifestly unjust to assign to the 
Armenian State districts in which there was a majority of Turks. He expressed 
the opinion that there would be little difficulty about a port for Armenia, and 
suggested that the railway line leading from Armenia to a Black Sea Port 
should be neutralised, and full facilities given at the port selected as an outlet 
for Armenian trade. Finally, as regards Thrace, he thought that Turkey 
should be given the pre-war Frontiers, but if this were not possible then, at 
least, the Enos—Midia line. 

5. Sefa Bey then went on to claim that Turkey should not be treated more 
unfavourably in other matters than the other defeated Powers. By this he 
meant that the Financial and Military clauses, etc. of the Treaty should be 
modified. Thus, as regards the Straits Commission, he pointed out that the 
object of the Allies presumably was to ensure, at all times, the free passage 
of the Straits. This could be attained without the Straits Commission 
necessarily having jurisdiction over the extent of territory indicated in Map 
No. 12 of the Annexe to the Treaty of Sévres. It would be quite sufficient if 
the Allies were to hold the Gallipoli Peninsula and a strip of territory 
on the Asiatic Coast opposite that Peninsula. Moreover, other stipulations 
of the Treaty connected with the Straits Commission, such as the right of 
requisition in the Straits Zone, were unnecessary. As regards the Military 
clauses he pointed out that the authorised strength of the Turkish Army was 
far too small. Bulgaria, for instance, was, he believed, entitled to an army of 
20,000 men, but Turkey, a much larger country with far more extended 
Frontiers was only entitled to an army of 15,000 men, excluding the Legions 
which were to amount to 35,000 men. 

6. Sefa Bey then went on to speak of what he called a modification of the 
capitulations in an economic sense. By this he meant that the subjects of 
Foreign States domiciled in Turkey should pay exactly similar taxes to those 
payable by Turkish subjects. I remarked that they already paid taxes on real 
property. I then told him that, as far as I knew, the great difficulty of 
applying either full municipal or Imperial taxation in the case of subjects of 
foreign States had always been the feeling that the money raised in this way 
from those subjects would be mis-applied and wasted. The question of 
municipal taxation was an instance in point. This was a question which 
had formed the subject of discussion for many years past. It had been 


3 Prince Sapieha. 4 See Vol. XI, No. 604. 
$ By art. 66 of the Treaty of Neuilly, November 27, 1919, printed in B.F.S.P., vol. 112, 


pp. 781-895. 
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impossible to obtain from the Municipality of Constantinople a correct state- 
ment of the municipal taxes which the Municipality levied. The foreign 
point of view was that there should be no municipal taxation without 
representation. What guarantee was there that Imperial taxes levied on 
foreign subjects would be properly applied and the proceeds not wasted? 
Possibly, however, the Financial Commission provided for by the Treaty 
would, to a certain extent, remedy previous abuses. This led Sefa Bey to 
remark that the Financial clauses were too severe on Turkey and should be 
modified. Thus, the Turkish Government would be prevented from con- 
tracting any internal or external loan. Should the Turkish Government 
require a loan the relevant stipulation would debar them from accepting the 
lowest tenders. I replied that, in the first place, Article 234 of the Treaty 
expressly laid down that the Turkish Government undertakes not to con- 
tract any internal or external loan without the consent of the Financial Commission. 
The Financial clauses clearly showed that the Allied Powers wished to 
relieve and assist Turkey, and the Financial Commission could be trusted to 
see that, if necessary, Turkey obtained a loan on the cheapest terms. 

7. Sefa Bey then alluded to the appointment of M. Desclosiéres [sic] as 
French Representative on the Financial Commission. He said that this 
gentleman was mixed up with many Banks and would approach his task, as 
Frenchmen were liable to do, mainly from the point of view of the interest 
of the Banks with which he was concerned, the interests of Turkey coming 
second. He regretted to make this observation but it was the truth. No one 
could cast a stone at the British Representative® in this respect; in fact Eng- 
land inspired confidence. I felt, though I did not say so, that there is much 
force in what Sefa Bey said in this connection. 

8. Finally, Sefa Bey said that he would like to do away with the principle 
of spheres of influence. This system really meant that what was left of the 
Ottoman Empire would be, in practice, subject to Foreign Powers. The 
Italians and the French, for instance, would probably, in their respective 
spheres, control appointments and analogous matters. Some friend of his 
had even said that it was to be foreseen that the remaining territory outside 
the spheres of influence would, in time, become the prey of a re-constituted 
Russia, and then Turkey would have disappeared for good. He objected 
also to the system’ under which there would be Italian Gendarmerie in the 
Italian sphere and French Gendarmerie in the French sphere. The officers 
to be supplied by the Allied or Neutral Powers for the organisation and 
training of the Gendarmerie should be employed all over Anatolia without 
regard to nationality or spheres of influence. In other words, though he did 
not say so, it was obvious that Sefa Bey would like to do away with the 
Tripartite Agreement. 

g. After listening to the foregoing I told Sefa Bey that it would be a great 
mistake for Turkey to go into the Conference with exaggerated pretensions. 
I reminded him that the Conference was to be held on the basis of the 


6 Sir A. Block. 
7 i.e. in Art. 1 of the Tripartite Agreement. See No. 17, n. 4. 
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Treaty of Sévres with such modifications as may have been necessitated by 
passage of events. It would be bad tactics from the Turkish point of view to 
antagonise the Allied Powers by putting forward extravagant demands. Sefa 
Bey replied that he did not think that the modifications he had just outlined 
were extravagant. He repeated that he did not see why Turkey should be 
treated with greater harshness than the other defeated Powers. She had been 
sufficiently punished by losing what he described as nine-tenths of her terri- 
tory. He thought that there was a disposition on the part of British statesmen 
to consider that Turkey was a potential danger in the future. This was a great 
mistake. If properly handled Turkey could be of considerable use to England 
in the future. He thought that English statesmen took much too rigid a view 
of Turkey, and that the misfortunes of the latter left them cold. 

10. I replied that he could not, in justice, say this of Your Lordship, who, 
as he knew, had made a special study of Eastern questions, and had spent 
many years in the East. We had never had a Foreign Minister so conver- 
sant with Oriental problems. 

11. I pointed out to the Minister for Foreign Affairs that there were two 
things which the British Nation could not forget. One was that Turkey had 
entered the war on the side of our enemies, unmindful of the long-standing 
friendship which had existed between our two countries. The other was the 
Armenian massacres.? Sefa Bey admitted the folly which had brought 
Turkey into the war on the side of the Central Empires, but said that this 
was due to the action of two or three men, and that the country as a whole 
was not to blame. He sincerely regretted the Armenian massacres, but 
pointed out that the Armenians had since been perpetrating atrocities at the 
expense of the Turks. He thought, in fact, that the Armenians had killed 
even more Turks than the Turks had killed Armenians. I expressed in- 
credulity at this statement and said that, in making it, Sefa Bey evidently did 
not realise the full extent of the atrocities perpetrated on the Armenian 
Nation. 

12. Sefa Bey then went into a long disquisition on the origin of massacres 
of Christians under Turkish rule. He maintained that the Turks had been 
very liberal in the past towards Christians of every denomination. He traced 
the misfortunes of Turkey to the action of Russia extending over centuries. 
Russia had gradually encroached on the Turkish dominions until, finally, she 
had had to fight the Crimean War. As a result she had realised that if she 
attacked Turkey in the future she would find the Western Powers ranged on 
the side of Turkey. She had then decided that she must exploit to the fullest 
extent any grievances which Christians who were subject to Turkish rule 
might have against the Turkish Government. By means of agents provocateurs 


8 Lord Curzon had been Under-Secretary of State for India from 1891 to 1892, and 
Viceroy and Governor-General of India from 1899 to 1905; he had travelled extensively 
in Central Asia, Persia, Afghanistan, the Pamirs, Siam, Indo-China, and Korea, and had 
published several books on Oriental affairs. 

9 The more recent Armenian massacres had taken place in 1915 (see Cd. 8325 of 1916) 
and in February 1920 in Cilicia (see Vol. VII, No. 38, and Vol. XIII, Nos. 2-6). 
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she had stirred up the Christians and had promoted massacres with a view to 
alienating the sympathy of the Western Powers for the Turks. Sefa Bey 
elaborated this theme but I need not trouble Your Lordship with his 
arguments. 

13. The Turkish Press has unanimously welcomed the proposed Con- 
ference, and builds high hopes on it. The local European Press, however, 
sounds a warning note to Turkey not to put forward extravagant demands. 

I have, &c., 
Horace RuMBOLD 
High Commtsstoner 


No. 30 


Sir H, Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Received February 1, 3.45 p.m. 
No. 70 Telegraphic [E 1446/1 /44) 


CONSTANTINOPLE, January 31, 1921, 8.50 p.m. 


My telegram No. 62 of 28th January.! 

Present indications show that Mustapha Kemal, elated by invitation to 
attend forthcoming conference in London, which he no doubt considers 
a triumph for Nationalist movement, is proving intractable. From informa- 
tion which has reached my colleagues and myself, Mustapha Kemal takes 
line that his is the only Government in Turkey, and as such should furnish 
Turkish delegation to conference.? He also considers that he should have 
received an invitation to attend conference direct from Allied Powers, 
instead of through intermediary of Government of Constantinople. The 
latter are doing their utmost to persuade him to come into line.3 

Mustapha Kemal is now at parting of the ways, and must decide whether 
to grasp the hand held out to him by Allies or throw in his lot with Bol- 
sheviks. 

I think it likely that if proposal were made at present juncture to Turkish 


1 No. 26. 2 See No. 29, n. 1. 

3 In his following telegram, No. 71 of February 1, not printed, Sir H. Rumbold trans- 
mitted a translation of a telegram from Ahmed Muktar Bey, styling himself Minister for 
National Defence, to Tewfik Pasha. This telegram, a copy of which had been handed to 
the Italian Authorities at Adalia for transmission to the British, French, and Italian Foreign 
Ministers, concluded as follows: 

“You have patriotic duty regulating your personal conduct by recognising and proclaim- 
ing that only legitimate authority having right to speak in name of nation is Government 
of Grand National Assembly. Powers are convinced that Angora is seat of only legitimate 
Government; they are slow to recognise this, in fact, because they consider existence of 
interior group at Constantinople more useful for their interests. 

‘Angora Government has declared on several occasions that its most lively desire is 
re-establishment of peace and of tranquillity, but on condition that rights of people are 
recognised. With these objects in view it declares its readiness to enter into peace pourparlers. 
If Powers really intend to settle Eastern question according to principles of justice and of 
right, they should address themselves direct to Grand National Assembly. An invitation 
in this sense will have best reception from us.’ 
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Government for immediate constitution of financial commission‘ provided 
for by treaty that Government would be unwilling to agree, first, because 
they probably hope for a modification of financial clauses as an outcome of 
London Conference, and secondly, because acceptance would hopelessly 
compromise them. 


4 Cf. No. 18. 


No. 31 


Record by Sir E. Crowe of a conversation with Signor de Martino: 
[E 2263/1/44) 


FOREIGN OFFICE, February 5, 1921 


The Italian Ambassador called upon me this morning with an urgent 
message for Lord Curzon, which I promised to refer to him at once. It was 
to the effect that Count Sforza proposed to send an Italian officer to Mus- 
tapha Kemal at Angora, there to act as an unofficial agent and mouthpiece 
of the Italian Government. Count Sforza considered that this direct contact 
with Kemal would enable the Italian Government to influence the Turkish 
Nationalists in the direction of a conciliatory attitude to the Allies as regards 
the necessary modifications of the Treaty of Sévres. The Italian agent would 
at the same time be able to use his influence for the establishment of such 
relations between the Nationalists and the Turkish Government at Con- 
stantinople as would best serve the Allied interests. Count Sforza added that 
the instructions to the Italian agent would be to act not merely on behalf of 
Italian interests, but to take due account of the interests and wishes of the 
Allies, and notably those of Great Britain. Count Sforza hoped that his 
proposed action would meet with the cordial approval of His Mayjesty’s 
Government, and asked for an assurance from Lord Curzon to this effect. 

I said I would of course refer the matter to Lord Curzon at once. But when 
the Italian Ambassador asked me to express my own opinion, I said I must 
hesitate, as it seemed to me that an important question of general policy was 
involved on which only the Secretary of State could speak with authority. 
I asked myself what particular object there could be of going out of our way 
to reverse the decision? hitherto acted upon of not having Allied agents at 
Angora at the very moment when we were going to have the opportunity of 
contact with the Nationalists through their envoys to the London Conference. 
I asked Monsieur de Martino whether the Italian suggestion was for the 
carrying on of negotiations and discussions simultaneously between an 
Italian agent and the Nationalists at Angora, and between the Supreme 
Council and a Turkish delegation comprising Nationalist representatives, in 


1 Signor de Martino had arrived in London on January 6, 1921. He presented the 
Letters of Recall of Marquis Imperiali (Italian Ambassador in London since 1910) and his 
own Letters of Credence on February 8, 1921. 

2 See Vol. VIII, No. 99 (pp. 852-3) and Vol. XIII, No. 203. 
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London. It seemed to me at first sight that such an arrangement might lead 
to confusion. There was the further point to consider, whether the despatch 
of an Italian agent to Angora, however much stress was laid on its unofficial 
character, would not be regarded by Kemal as an act of pecoemaon of his 
Government by Italy. 

Monsieur de Martino assured me that such an impression would certainly 
be avoided by accentuating the purely unofficial character of the Mission, 
and in fact its influence might be used, as Count Sforza had indicated, to 
persuade Kemal todrop his claim for independ[e]nce from the Constantinople 
Government. As regards the discussions to be carried on in Angora, Mon- 
sieur de Martino thought they would serve to smooth the way for, and 
accelerate, the negotiations in London. 

The Ambassador then proceeded to say that the present proposal was part 
and parcel of the general orientation of Italian policy in the Mediterranean. 
He read to me a long telegram from Count Sforza recording an interview 
which the latter had had with Mr. Lloyd George in Paris on this subject, 
and which Count Sforza had instructed the Ambassador to make the subject 
of a confidential conversation with Lord Curzon, to whom, to his great 
regret, Count Sforza had been unable, owing to the hurry of Lord Curzon’s 
departure, to speak on the matter at Paris. As the telegram was long, and 
Monsieur de Martino’s extempore translation of it not very clear, I asked 
him to be good enough to let me have a summary of its contents, which 
I might communicate to Lord Curzon, unless he preferred to postpone the 
matter altogether until he met Lord Curzon personally on his return to 
London. Monsieur de Martino promised to let me have such a summary,3 
if possible to-morrow, and I therefore refrain for the moment from attempt- 


ing to reproduce Count Sforza’s message. 
E. A. C. 


3 M.de Martino communicated to Sir E. Crowe a brief summary in his letter of February 6 
(C 2754/2754/22), not printed. M. de Martino subsequently saw Lord Curzon on Feb- 
ruary 12. A record of their conversation is given in No. 37, below. 


No. 32 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Recetved February 7, 11.15 a.m.) 


No. 81 Telegraphic [E 1694/1 /44) 


CONSTANTINOPLE, February 6, 1921, 6 p.m. 


My telegram No. 57 of 26th January.! 

High Commissioner sent dragomans yesterday, 5th February, to Grand 
Vizier to enquire as to present position between Constantinople Government 
and Angora, and intentions of former regarding London Conference. 

Grand Vizier stated that Angora had made proposal of Supreme Council 


1 No. a1. 
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occasion for raising issues which were wholly internal question. He had re- 
plied that present was not moment for such discussions, and had asked for 
plain answer as to whether Angora Government would associate their 
delegates with those of Central Government as contemplated in decision of 
Supreme Council. Definite answer had been promised and... .? Latest 
intimation was that it would be sent on afternoon of 5th February. 

Grand Vizier said that, whether Angora came into line or not, Central 
Government proposed to send delegation to London in compliance with 
invitation addressed to them. 

Grand Vizier admitted that Izzet Pasha, with whom he was now for first 
time in communication, appeared to support views of Kemalists, but he 
cast doubt on authenticity of telegrams purporting to be signed by Izzet. 

Communications were interrupted at hour fixed for answer by unauthorised 
action of Greek officer at a point beyond Ismid. General Harington took 
immediate action and communications were restored, but nothing reached 
Constantinople last evening except copy of telegram addressed by Angora 
Minister for Foreign Affairs to Ministers for Foreign Affairs of Great Britain, 
France and Italy. Translation of text is given in my immediately following 
telegram.3 

Dragomans again saw Minister for Foreign Affairs after receipt of this 
communication. He said he was still not hopeless of understanding which 
would enable delegations from Constantinople and Angora to fuse in London 
and present joint statement of Turkish desiderata. He laid great stress on 
interests of Bolsheviks in preventing an understanding between Turkey and 
Allies. 

There is evidently much division of opinion at Angora, but position there is 
obscure. Significant feature is that telegrams are now signed by Bekir Samy 
Bey, who seems to have replaced firebrand Mukhtar‘ as Minister for Foreign 
Affairs. Bekir returned only recently from Moscow, and, according to one 
account, is disillusioned with Bolsheviks. Surface indications are certainly 
that relatively moderate counsels are gaining ground at Angora. It is.. .? 
unlikely that Kemalist delegation to London will present other than inad- 
missible demands, at any rate in first instance. 

Possibilities of surprise must also not be lost sight of. Leaders at Angora 
may even now be working in accord with Bolsheviks and may be merely 
playing for time. 

They are immovable up to date in their pretension to be regarded as sole 
Government of Turkey, and they have been remodelling Constitution on 
their own lines. It is not impossible that they may attempt some bold coup, 
like declaring Ahmed-es-Senussi Caliph.’ Please understand, however, that 


2 The text is here uncertain. 

3 No. 82 of February 6, not printed (see No. 36, n. 1, below). 

4 Ahmed Mukhtar Bey, Nationalist Minister for Defence, had been acting as Minister 
for Foreign Affairs during the absence of Bekir Sami Bey (see No. 4, n. 2). 

5 Ahmed Ash-Sherif was leader (1902-17) of the Senussite brotherhood, a Moslem sect. 
At the end of 1915 he invaded Egypt in support of the Holy War proclaimed by the Sultan, 
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this paragraph is conjectural and is based on indications for confident 
interpretation of which much fuller knowledge of situation in interior would 
be required. 

Central Government have made real effort to effect rapprochement with 
Angora and have shown much tact and skill in telegrams sent to Mustapha 
Kemal. Sultan has followed developments closely and is much concerned 
for his own position in the event of Angora creating impossible situation as 
between Turkey and Allies. 

If Central Government are reduced to necessity of acting independently of 
Angora, their delegation will obviously not comply with condition laid down 
in third paragraph of decision of Supreme Council.6 I presume they should 
nevertheless be allowed to despatch delegation. 

It is urgent that I should know your Lordship’s views on this point. 

(Repeated to Athens, No. 19.) 


but was defeated. In February 1917 he was superseded by his nephew, Mohammed el Idris, 
as Grand Senussi. He returned from Cyrenaica to Turkey in August 1918, claiming to be 
still head of the Senussi. 

6 See No. 20. 


No. 33 


Sir H, Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Received February 7, 5.45 p.m). 
No. 84 Telegraphic (E 1711/1 /44) 
CONSTANTINOPLE, February 7, 1921, 12.30 p.m. 


Minister for Foreign Affairs called last night to say Government delegation 
to London Conference would start on 12th February. Delegation would 
probably be headed by Grand Vizier,! and would include Osman Nizami 
and Reshid Pashas, respectively Turkish representatives at Rome and Lon- 
don. It was, however, possible that Sultan might not be willing to let Grand 
Vizier go away at this juncture.? Delegation would also include at least one 
secretary with a perfect knowledge of English. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs added if Mustapha Kemal persisted in sending 
delegation independently of Government delegation, as to which point 
Turkish Government are still awaiting categorical pronouncement from 
Angora, he supposed that the two delegations would have to come to some 
understanding in London. 

I reminded Minister for Foreign Affairs of exact terms of paragraph 3, 
decision of Supreme Council,3 and said that I had thought it well to refer 
point to your Lordship in view of attitude of Angora Government. 


1 Tewfik Pasha. 

2 Reporting the departure of the delegation on February 12, Sir H. Rumbold, in his 
despatch No. 165 of February 12, not printed, stated that he understood that the Sultan 
had been very insistent that Tewfik Pasha should head the delegation. 

3 See No. 20. 
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No. 34 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Received February 15) 
No. 146 [E 2021/1 /144] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, February 7, 1921 
My Lord, 

With reference to my telegram No. 81 of the 6th February,' I have the 
honour to transmit herewith certain documents, which contribute to an 
understanding, however imperfect, of the present political situation at 
Angora. They are (a) a condensed translation of an interview given by 
Mustafa Kemal Pasha to a representative of the ‘United Telegram’ press 
agency ;? (b) a similar translation of a speech delivered by Mukhtar Bey, 
Nationalist ‘Commissioner’ for Foreign Affairs before the Grand National 
Assembly ;? and (c) a translation of one of the en clair telegrams addressed by 
the Angora Government to the Grand Vizier? in the course of the correspon- 
dence arising out of the request of the Supreme Council for a Turkish Delega- 
tion to take part in the proposed London Conference. 

2. The first two documents are unfortunately not dated. I have every 
reason to suppose that they are comparatively recent, though of course prior 
to the decision taken by the Supreme Council on January 25th.* The state- 
ment of Mukhtar Bey is evidently intended mainly for internal consumption, 
as is shewn by the entirely false statement that advances have been made to 
the Angora Government by agents of the British Government. I cannot 
understand such a statement, except on the assumption that it was deliberately 
invented to enhance the prestige of the Kemalist leaders in the eyes of hesi- 
tant adherents. 

3. Mustafa Kemal’s statement is addressed to a wider audience. His 
references to the U.S.A., though doubtless inspired by the fact that his inter- 
locutor appears to have been an American press agent, are interesting as 
indications of a revival of the hope that America may help to redress the 
balance between the Turkish nationalists and the Allies. Mustafa Kemal’s 
allegation that massacres on a large scale have been committed by the 
Armenians is also worthy of attention. Allegations of this kind against 
Armenians and Greeks, having perhaps a limited foundation in fact, play a 
considerable part in Turkish propaganda. There is an increasing tendency 
to combine condemnation of the anti-Christian policy of the Turks during the 
war with explanations tending almost to justify it, and to make the most of 
any atrocities which can be laid to the door of Armenians or Greeks as 
a counterpoise. I had occasion in reporting a recent conversation with the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs here to place on record language of the same 
general tendency used by Sefa Bey. 

4. The enclosed telegram; from Mustafa Kemal to the Grand Vizier has 
an interest independent of the general correspondence of which it forms part. 
Turkish political circles here are more than a little exercised by the alleged 


1 No. 32. 2 Not printed. 3 Enclosure. 4 See No. 20. 
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recent adoption by the Grand National Assembly of a new Constitutional 
Law.’ According to the accounts current in Constantinople this Law was 
voted by the Assembly on January 2oth.® I have not yet been able to procure 
the text and cannot therefore say for certain whether a Law has been voted 
or merely submitted to the Assembly. It seems almost certain that either 
a Law or a draft is in existence and that it affirms in explicit terms the 
sovereignty of the people, and the supremacy of the Grand National As- 
sembly as being the sole emanation of the will of the people. What is still 
uncertain is whether it attempts any definition of the position of the Sultan in 
the new order of things. Meanwhile the enclosed telegram: puts forward as 
from the leader of the National movement suggestions which responsible 
statesmen here, however great their sympathy with the main object of the 
Nationalists, find disquieting, and which the Sultan justly regards as not 
only disquieting but insulting. 

5. It is noteworthy that the Angora leaders in their recent telegrams have 
not explicitly rejected the proposal that the Treaty of Sévres should be made 
the basis of discussion in London, but have concentrated all their attention 
on an effort to make good their claim to be recognised as the sole Government 
of Turkey. They have been at pains to address their telegrams to Tewfik 
Pasha not as Grand Vizier, but as ‘His Highness Tewfik Pasha, Con- 
stantinople’.’ 

6. The respective positions of leading personages at Angora is also some- 
what obscure. The replacement of Mukhtar Bey by Bekir Samy Bey is 
prima facte significant, but one explanation offered is that Bekir Samy, who 
was certainly Commissioner for Foreign Affairs some months ago, never 
vacated the post, that Mukhtar was merely acting for him, and that on 
Bekir Samy’s return from Moscow, he resumed the post in the ordinary 
course. Another matter of uncertainty is the exact position of Mustafa 
Kemal himself, in view of the fact that certain telegrams have been signed 
by Fevzi Pasha,® formerly Minister of National Defence, as head of the 
executive authority, or as it were Grand Vizier. There is no reason to 
suppose that Mustafa Kemal has been superceded [sic], but the fact of 
his having ceased to be technically head of the executive, while remaining 
President of the sovereign Grand National Assembly may be, like the alleged 
adoption of the new Constitution, a step in the direction of a quasi- 
republican form of Government. 

7. The question of how the Caliphate would be adjusted to any new 
organisation of the Turkish state is obviously a matter of great interest and 


5 This refers to the National Pact. See No. 13, nn. 6 and 7. 

© Cf. No. 13, n. 6. 

7 In his despatch No. 151 of February g, not printed, Sir H. Rumbold transmitted to 
the Foreign Office copies of the telegraphic correspondence between Constantinople and 
Angora concerning the invitation to the London Conference. This correspondence had 
been made public in the form of a polygraphed broadsheet and had been published, with 
the permission of junior representatives of the Allied censors, in the Constantinople press. 

8 After the Armistice General Fevzi had been Minister of War at Constantinople. He 
had joined Kemal in April, 1920. 
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importance. I can add little to what I said on this subject in my telegram 
under reference, except that there appears to be a good deal of discussion as 
to whether the Caliphate might not be vested in a purely spiritual personage 
surrounded by representatives from Islamic countries and maintaining touch 
with them through representatives of an ostensibly ecclesiastic character in 
those countries. I find it difficult to believe that the Angora leaders would 
think the present moment opportune to challenge Moslem feeling in Turkey 
itself on so great an issue, but it would not be safe to dismiss the possibility 
altogether. 

8. These are some of the numerous elements of perturbation and uncer- 
tainty which made it necessary for me in my telegram under reference to 
sound a note of warning as to the possibility of surprises in the near future. 
The readiness of Angora to send any delegation at all to the London Con- 
ference is at first sight an encouraging sign, but it would be an obvious 
device for gaining time, if there should really be some plan for joint action 
with the Bolsheviks in the coming spring. It is still true that the relations 
between the Turkish Nationalists and the Bolsheviks are the crux of the 
situation, and there are at present no serious signs of a break between them, 
though causes of tension are not wanting. 

g. Some observers go further and suggest that the difference of opinion 
between Constantinople and Angora is unreal and is merely an elaborate 
blind intended to conceal complete unity of purpose and plan. I do not 
share this view. It 1s possible that some members of the Constantinople 
Government may be hand in glove with Angora, but I have little doubt that 
Tewfik Pasha is sincerely anxious to do his best for the Sultan, whose per- 
sonal and dynastic position 1s threatened by the extravagances of Angora, 
and that both Tewfik Pasha and the Sultan see in the proposed London 
Conference a chance of regaining something for Turkey instead of exposing 
her to worse wreck than ever. 

I have, &c., 
Horace RumBoLp 


ENCLOSURE IN No. 34 
Translation of telegram from Mustapha Kemal Pasha to Grand Vizier. 


We reproduce the following summary of proposals set forth in our private 
and official telegrams, and we beg you to take the necessary action, and 
communicate the result to us. 

1. His Majesty the Sultan will proclaim by a brief Iradé that he recognises 
the Grand National Assembly of Turkey. This Iradé (Hatti Humayoun)9 
will declare that the Grand National Assembly (which recognises as a 
principle the maintenance intact of the Caliphate and Sultanate) is consti- 
tuted, and he will recognise it with all its present powers and faculties. We 
have no need to add the other details, which would only give rise to con- 
fusion of interpretation. 

9 Imperial decree. 


I, XV 49 E 


2. Should the proposals made in the preceding paragraph be accepted we 
will arrange our internal situation, (which is a family question) as follows:— 

His Majesty the Sultan will reside, as in the past, at Constantinople. The 
Grand Assembly of Turkey, which has the responsibility and the power, and 
which possesses all conditions of independence, will sit, for the present, with 
the Government at Angora. There will naturally remain no longer at 
Constantinople a directory body under the name of a Ministry, but a Mis- 
sion invested with the necessary powers by the Grand Assembly will be 
present with His Majesty on account of the peculiar situation of the town of 
Constantinople. 

3. The details of administrative organisation of the town of Constantinople 
and its neighbourhood will be drawn up later. 

4. Immediately after the acceptance and application of the above pro- 
posals the necessary sums for the Civil List of His Majesty the Sultan and the 
Imperial House, as well as for the salaries of officials and pensioners in 
general, sums for which provision is made, in principle, in the budget ap- 
proved by the Grand National Assembly, will be assured and paid by the 
Government. Our financial resources guarantee this expenditure. 


No. 35 


Sir M. Cheetham' (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received February 10) 
No. 464 (P. 191) [E 1825/22/44] 


Immediate PARIS, February 8, 1921 


My Lord, 

I have the honour to transmit to Your Lordship herewith a copy of a note 
received from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in reply to the note from this 
Embassy of the 27th ultimo? (copy of which was enclosed in Lord Hardinge’s 
despatch No. 347),3 on the subject of the Inter-Allied command at Con- 
stantinople and the Commissions instituted by the Treaty of peace with 
Turkey. 

As originally received at this Embassy, the second sentence in the second 
paragraph of this note ran as follows :— 

‘C’est ainsi que la Trésorerie britannique, consultée par le Foreign Office, 
n’a pas cru pouvoir accepter que le Secrétaire Général de la Commission 
financiére’ .. . etc. 

This passage appeared to me so extraordinary (there being no record in 
the archives of this Embassy of any such refusal on the part of His Majesty’s 
Treasury to accede to the French request that the Secretary-General of the 
Financial Commission should be a Frenchman), that I feared that some 
misunderstanding must have arisen, and caused enquiries to be made of 


1 Sir Milne Cheetham had been transferred to Paris as a Minister Plenipotentiary on 
January 1, 1921. He acted as Chargé d’Affaires from February 7 to 15. 
2 No. 25. 3 See No. 25, n. 1. 
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Monsieur Kammerer,‘ the expert in charge of these questions at the Quai 
d’Orsay, regarding its exact meaning. Monsieur Kammerer explained that 
the passage referred to a conversation which he himself had had early in 
December at the Foreign Office, an Italian expert and a representative of 
the Treasury being present as well as members of Your Lordship’s Depart- 
ment. He argued that point (6) in Your Lordship’s despatch No. 4193 of 
December 31,5 and the subsequent explanation in Your Lordship’s despatch 
No. 2816 (namely, that point 6 was specially drafted with a view to cover the 
reservation of the French Government) did not constitute either a refusal or 
an acceptance of the French demand, but left over for future settlement 
a matter on which the French Government felt bound to insist on a definite 
decision—i.e. that if the Inspector-General of Turkish Customs is to be 
British, the Secretary-General of the Financial Commission must be French. 
On it being suggested to him that such reference in the French note to a con- 
versation, of which no record apparently exists in the official correspondence 
between the two Governments, required somewhat fuller elucidation, he 
consented to alter the passage in question to the form in which it now 
appears. 

In explanation of the final paragraph of the note, Monsieur Kammerer 
made it clear that the French Government desire to take no further steps 
whatever as regards setting any of the Commissions to work until after the 
approaching Conference in London. It was pointed out to him that the 
French Government themselves had just admitted (in the note dated Feb- 
ruary 7, copy of which was enclosed in my despatch No. 429 of the same 
date)’ the danger of trouble in the neighbourhood of Constantinople owing 
to the continued presence there of over 60,000 soldiers from General Wran- 
gel’s army;® that what His Majesty’s Government had in mind in pressing 
for unity of command was not so much the possibility of an attack by Mus- 
tapha Kemal, as the inflammable material (unpaid Turkish officers and 
officials, refugee Russian troops, discontented Greeks, etc.) now accumulated 
in and near Constantinople itself; that the danger of outbreaks in Con- 
stantinople cannot be removed unless and until the Turkish officers and 
officials are paid, for which purpose the immediate setting to work of the 
Financial Commission was indispensable; and that formation of a gen- 
darmerie capable of suppressing disorders remained in suspense pending the 
settlement of the question regarding the Presidency of the Sub-Commission 
on Organisation of the Turkish forces.» Monsieur Kammerer, however, 
insisted that there was no urgency in pressing forward any of the arrange- 
ments, as proposed by His Majesty’s Government, until after the London 
Conference. The French Government knew, he said, for a fact that among 
the modifications of the Treaty of Sévres with which that Conference 
would have to deal, there would figure Turkish requests for changes in the 


4+ Head of the Asia and Oceanic Sections in the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 


5 Vol. XIII, No. 205. © Of January 26, not printed. 
7 Not printed. 8 See Vol. XII, Nos. 824, 829, and 831. 
9 See No. 25. 
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constitution and scope of the Commissions; it was therefore futile at the 
present moment to set up organisms at Constantinople which will inevitably 
be thrown back into the melting pot in a few weeks. As regards the danger 
of trouble in and near Constantinople, it was of no consequence whether 
unity of command was established or not; Generals Harington and Charpy'° 
(who were on the best of terms together) could be relied upon to settle without 
the least difficulty any questions arising as regards the employment of the 
tiny force at their disposal (12,000 men all told). 

Your Lordship has doubtless observed that for several months past the 
French Government have raised fresh difficulties on each occasion when His 
Majesty’s Government have urged them to set up provisionally, and in 
advance of the exchange of ratifications, any of the machinery contemplated 
by the Treaty of Sévres. It appears to me clear that this obstructive attitude 
is dictated not so much by the merits of each proposal, as by a desire to put 
off the evil day when the French Government will have to surrender to one 
or other of their Allies some portion of that political prestige which they 
regard as the historic patrimony of France in the Levant. The country 
never accepted the concessions made by Monsieur Millerand in the negotia- 
tion of the Treaty with a good grace; and recent events in Greece have 
rendered it impossible for any French Government to obtain the acceptance 
by Parliament of the Treaty as it stands. The prospects of securing such 
revision of the Treaty as would be acceptable to France would, the French 
Government fear, be compromised if certain of its clauses were provisionally 
put into effect. 

The argument advanced in the third paragraph of the note herein en- 
closed would of course fall to the ground if His Majesty’s Government felt 
able to give the assurance desired by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs as 
regards the nationality of the Inspector-General of Customs and the Secre- 
tary-General of the Financial Commission. It is curious to note that while 
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs lay stress on the uncompromising attitude of 
the French Ministry of War as regards the Presidency of the Sub-Commission 
on Organisation, the Chief of the French General Staff some ten days ago 
told the Director of Military Intelligence that the French Military Authori- 
ties saw no objection to that post being assigned to General Franks."! 

I have, &c., 
MILNE CHEETHAM 


10 G.O.C., French forces at Constantinople. 11 See No. 25, n. 7. 


ENCLOSURE IN No. 35 
Note from the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs to Lord Hardtnge (Paris) 


Trés Urgent PARIS, February 7, 1921 


En se référant a la derniére communication de l’Ambassadeur de Sa 
Majesté Britannique, du 27 Janvier,!? visant les Commissions interalliées a 


12 No. 25. 
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constituer en Turquie en exécution du traité de Sévres, le Président du Con- 
seil, Ministre des Affaires Etrangéres se permet de rappeler 4 Son Excel- 
lence l’Ambassadeur de Sa Majesté Britannique qu'il est difficile de régler 
séparément les questions restées en suspens, dont les unes appellent des 
observations des experts militaires et les autres des observations des experts 
financiers, sans que ces deux catégories de techniciens entrent en com- 
munication entre eux et puissent apporter a leur examen les vues d’ensemble 
qui s’imposent aux Gouvernements. 

A cet égard la note britannique du 27 Janvier ne fait que répéter les 
objections primitivement faites a quelques unes des demandes frangaises et 
elle doit amener naturellement le Gouvernement frangais a maintenir égale- 
ment ses objections sur les points que le Gouvernement britannique désirerait 
voir régler autrement. C’est ainsi que d’aprés des conversations qui ont eu 
lieu au Foreign Office en décembre, la Trésorerie britannique n’acceptait 
pas alors que le Secrétaire Général de la Commission financiére soit un 
Frangais, pour la raison que, dans le cas ot le Président de cette Commission 
serait un Frangais, la Commission tout entiére paraitrait dans la main de 
représentants francais. La note britannique du 27 Janvier qui a traité le 
méme sujet, sans comporter de refus exprés a cet égard, laissait a l’avenir le 
soin de régler un probléme auquel le Gouvernement frangais attache de 
Pimportance. 

D’autre part, le Ministére de la Guerre frangais estime que du moment que 
le Président de la Commission militaire doit étre un officier Général britan- 
nique réunissant en outre les pouvoirs de commandant en chef, la Grande 
Bretagne jouira, en matiére militaire, a Constantinople d’une situation assez 
forte pour ne pas avoir a demander de présider en outre la Sous-Commission 
d’organisation militaire. On ne pourrait que renvoyer a cet régard au War 
Office argumentation développée en matiére financiére par le Treasury. 

Des difficultés du méme ordre se posent en ce qui concerne l’installation de 
la Commission financiére. Le Département des Affaires Etrangéres a déja 
exposé les raisons pour lesquelles il n’est pas possible d’admettre que le 
Président de cette Commission devra attendre pour s’installer que la Com- 
mission financiére elle-méme ait pu en décider, ce qui implique qu’elle 
fonctionnera déja sans que son Président soit lui-méme installé, tandis que 
pour des raisons de fait les membres britannique et italien disposent d’instal- 
lations suffisantes. 

En terminant, le Gouvernement frangais pense qu’il y a lieu de considérer 
que la situation militaire a Constantinople est moins critique depuis que les 
Alliés ont décidé de convoquer Mustapha Kemal a la Conférence de Londres. 
Les nationalistes ne voudront sans doute pas précipiter un conflit armé dans 
la région des Détroits au moment ov des espoirs leur sont nés d’obtenir des 
modifications dans les traités internationaux. Enfin, la faiblesse relative des 
contingents britannique et frangais a Constantinople, non moins que les 
tempéraments respectifs des généraux Harington et Charpy, sont un sar 
garant qu’aucune difficulté pratique ne rend indispensable une solution 
immédiate. Des raisons analogues permettent de penser que |’entrée en 
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fonctions de la Commission financiére n’est pas plus urgente; et il est clair 
que la Commission des Détroits n’aurait pour |’instant que peu d’occupation. 
Enfin on peut penser que ces divers organismes sont susceptibles de faire 
l’objet de certaines modifications dans leur constitution au cours des délibéra- 
tions de Londres. 


No. 36 


Earl Curzon to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 91 Telegraphic [E 1678/1 /44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, February 11, 1921, 9 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 82 of 6th February.! 

His Majesty’s Government are unable to postpone date of meeting of 
Turkish Conference in order to meet convenience of Angora delegation. 
Latter can only be received in London as part of the Constantinople delega- 
tion, having no independent status or title of their own. If they choose to 
travel by Adalia and Brindisi that is their concern. Their natural course 
would appear to be proceed via Constantinople. 

(Repeated to Paris, No. 70, and Rome, No. 43.) 


1 Not printed. In this Sir H. Rumbold transmitted a translation of a telegram from 
Bekir Sami to the British, French, and Italian Governments requesting postponement of 
the London Conference for a few days as the Angora delegation intended to proceed via 
Adalia and Brindisi. 


No. 37 
Earl Curzon to Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 
No. 154 [C 3148/2754/22]* 


FOREIGN OFFICE, February 12, 1921 
Sir, 

The Italian Ambassador asked to see me this afternoon, in order to com- 
municate to me the tenor of the conversation which Count Sforza had held 
at Paris with the Prime Minister, and to supplement it with some further 
observations. He had had instructions in this sense at Paris, but had been 
unable to act upon them owing to my departure immediately after the break- 
up of the Conference. 

What Count Sforza had proposed and held in view was a revival of the 
understanding between Italy and Great Britain which had, in his opinion, 
been the decisive factor in the Mediterranean situation before the war. 
Negotiations had, he said, taken place between the two Governments in 
1912-13 with a view to putting this understanding on a definite basis,’ and 
the Ambassador thought therefore that there ought to be no difficulty in 


t See G. P. Gooch and Harold Temperley, British Documents on the Origins of the War 
1898-1914 (London 1926-36), vol. x (Part I), pp. 136-7, and vol. x (Part II), pp. 620—39. 
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returning to the point at which they had been suspended. I pointed out to 
Signor de Martino that, while I knew nothing of the pourparlers to which he 
referred, the European situation had entirely changed in the last seven years, 
that there was a different orientation of the Mediterranean States and peoples, 
and that the solutions or understandings of 1913 might not be equally 
applicable to 1921, and I asked him exactly what the new policy or resusci- 
tated old policy was to be. As to this he was becomingly vague, but when 
I hinted to him that what Count Sforza had in view was probably a pro-Turk 
and anti-Greek policy to be jointly pursued by the two Powers, he did not 
dissent, but rather indicated that Italian support in other matters might be 
easily purchased by an accommodating attitude in this. While reciprocating 
the friendly intentions of Count Sforza, I told the Ambassador that it was 
quite impossible for either of us to ignore the position which Greece had won 
in the Mediterranean as the result of the war, and I said that I thought we 
had better await the results of the impending London Conference before we 
made any fresh dispositions. Much the best policy for the moment seemed to 
me to be to get the Treaty of Sévres ratified, subject to such modifications as 
might be agreed upon, and then to determine the Mediterranean relations of 
the future. 

Knowing from long experience that an interview with an Italian repre- 
sentative cannot take place without eventuating in some petition, appeal 
or request, I felt no surprise when the Ambassador, after repeating the 
familiar, but eminently disputable, complaint that Italy alone of the Allies 
had got nothing out of the war, proceeded to formulate a definite demand. 
This was that the Tripartite Agreement? should be definitely incorporated in 
the revised treaty. 

His Excellency arrived at this end by an ingenious line of approach. He 
reminded me that the Italian Government had made certain reserves at 
San Remo about the British mandates for Mesopotamia and Palestine.3 In 
their present mood of complaisance they were willing not to persist in these 
reservations, but thought it very desirable that the question of mandates 
should not be decided until after the London Conference had completed its 
labours. 

Never having regarded the Italian reservations as possessing any but 
a tactical ratson d’étre (and that of the slightest), I displayed no emotion on 
hearing of the proffered withdrawal, but pointed out that the matter was no 
longer in our hands, but in that of the Council of the League of Nations.‘ 
They had fixed the date of meeting, not we. We had no intention of asking 
for its further postponement. On the contrary, if we could we should hurry 
it on, in order to regularise our mandatory position. But even if there was to 
be further delay it could make no difference to us, since we were already 
exercising mandatory powers in anticipation of sanction, and must continue 
to do so. What the Ambassador really wanted, of course, was to be sure of 


2 See No. 17, n. 4. 
3 See Vol. VIII, No. 16, minute 1. See also Vol. XIII, No. 361. 
4 See Vol. XIII, No. 295, n. 2. 
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the Tripartite Agreement for Italy before agreeing to the mandates for 
Great Britain. 

As regards the Tripartite Agreement, of the exact form of which I had 
been the author in London a year ago, I pointed out to his Excellency what 
he did not appear to know, namely, that it had been deliberately decided not 
to include it in the treaty because (1) of the criticism that it would be sure to 
excite and (2) of the difficulty in obtaining the signature of Turkey to any 
treaty that contained it. I had therefore proposed, and the Supreme Council 
had accepted, the idea of a self-denying ordinance between the three Powers, 
to be communicated to the Turkish Government simultaneously with the 
signature of the treaty.’ This had been done, and we could not recede from 
or reverse this procedure now. If we did there would be a good-bye to the 
Treaty of Sévres and to the Tripartite Agreement at the same time. 

I then alluded to the despatch of the Angora delegation to the London 
Conference, and explained quite clearly to his Excellency that, while we did 
not wish to object to the Italians bringing them over from Adalia to Brindisi 
if his Government wished to do so, we had no intention either of postponing 
the date of meeting, which had been settled to meet the general convenience, 
in order to humour the pretensions of Mustapha Kemal, or of admitting the 
delegation to the conference as an independent Government, or as the de 
facto Government of Turkey. They must either be incorporated with the 
Turkish delegation or not be admitted at all.6 I hoped that the Italian 
Government would use their influence to bring about the desired result. 

The Ambassador undertook to communicate my views to his Government. 

Iam, &c., 
CuRZON OF KEDLESTON 


5 See Vol. VII, No. 19, minute 2, No. 46 minutes 6 and 7, Appendix 2. 
6 See No. 36. 


No. 38 


Memorandum by Sir E. Crowe' 
[C' 3340/3340 /62] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, February 12, 1921 


The forthcoming Conferences in London are likely to bring to the fore- 
front in an acute form the question of our general relations with France. 
There have been some important indications of a general orientation of 
French policy in the direction of allowing to Great Britain a leading and 


' In submitting this Memorandum to Lord Curzon, Sir E. Crowe explained: “The 
attached note is a result of discussions I have had with Sir W. Tyrrell [Assistant Under- 
Secretary of State] and Mr. Vansittart [Lord Curzon’s Political Secretary]. I have also 
talked over the matter with Lord Hardinge when he was here. We are all in general 
agreement that it is important to fix upon some guiding principle of general policy towards 
France, and that the key to the French position is the question of security on the Rhine.’ 
The Memorandum was not initialled by Lord Curzon. 
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predominating position in the settlement of Eastern affairs, provided France, 
by making such a concession, can obtain the definite support of England in 
her relations with Germany. It is to be feared that, failing some general 
settlement of the German question which will satisfy French public opinion, 
we may drift into a serious quarrel, if not a definite breach, with France. 
Such a contingency cannot be contemplated without grave anxiety. England 
has not been fortunate enough to gain, or retain, the effective good-will of 
any of the European Powers: her relations with America are far from satis- 
factory; Anglo-American tension reacts upon our position both in South 
America and in the Far East; and in the Near and Middle East we are 
seriously threatened with the dangers arising from the influence of Bolshevik 
—or Russian—hostility. 

If we could at this juncture reconstitute, or if possible fortify, the solidarity 
of the entente with France, the whole situation would be materially changed 
to our advantage. The stabilising effect of settling on a strong basis of 
common action and policy Anglo-French dealings with Germany, cannot be 
overrated: it would probably settle the attitude of French Governments 
definitely for a long time to come; it would make for peace and harmony 
among all the new States made or enlarged by the Treaty of Peace; our 
relations with America could only be improved if the United States Govern- 
ment were definitely deprived of any prospect of using divergencies between 
French and British policies for putting pressure upon England; and a solu- 
tion of the Eastern question in a sense favourable to British interests and 
political aims would clear the atmosphere in all the regions extending from 
the Balkans to Central Asia and India. 

The question for us to consider is whether we cannot by an effort come 
to such an understanding with France as will produce these beneficial 
results. The coming Conference? will deal, so far as Germany is concerned, 
with disarmament and reparation. These matters are of the greatest impor- 
tance to France, and yet they are in reality only a minor aspect of a larger 
problem. What is ultimately in the French mind is not so much the dis- 
armament of Germany or the payment by Germany of a large indemnity: 
it is the apprehension that within a measurable time there will arise on the 
other side of the French frontier a new Germany rapidly returning to a posi- 
tion approaching her former strength, whilst France, exhausted by the war 
and with a stationary population, will be powerless to meet the rivalry of 
a neighbour thirsting for revenge. It was this feeling which inspired all the 
French attempts to extend the French frontiers to the Rhine. It will be 
remembered that those attempts were only definitely given up at the Peace 
Conference when Great Britain and the United States offered France a mili- 
tary and naval guarantee against a new German attack. The treaty3 
embodying that undertaking has not been ratified by America and therefore 
is not binding on ourselves. It is for consideration whether we should not 
look for the key of the situation, so far as our relations with France are 


2 The Third Conference of London, February 18-March 18. See Vol. XV, Chap. IT. 
3 Of June 28, IgI9. 
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concerned, in the definite conclusion of that so far abortive agreement. If we 
came forward with an offer to give definite security to France against a fresh 
German attack, under the conditions and to the extent stipulated for in the 
original treaty, it might be expected with some confidence that the French 
would be disposed to prove far more conciliatory, not only in matters where 
she can make concessions to British interests in the East, and perhaps else- 
where, but also in regard to her attitude towards Germany herself.+ It is 
notorious that at present no French Government could hope to obtain the 
support of French public opinion in any concessions to be made to Germany 
on the subject of reparations, even where best informed French authorities 
are themselves convinced of the futility of their excessive demands. But 
a French Government, having in their pocket a Treaty under which England 
promised military assistance in case of a German war menace, would be 
able to face French public opinion on this point. Not only, therefore, should 
we have the advantage of a definitely friendly and conciliatory French 
Government backed by strong public opinion, but we should be able to 
make those more equitable arrangements with Germany as regards repara- 
tions which we consider necessary, because in the end inevitable. 

An understanding with France on this basis would, it is submitted, meet 
with approval from perhaps the most important sections of public opinion in 
England. It would have the support of the Northcliffe press, and of all the 
elements which that press represents. It should not be difficult to defend 
in parliament British ratification of a Treaty which was considered just and 
equitable at a time when the French position appeared even less threatened 
than perhaps it looks to-day. It is true that England made her consent to the 
application of this Treaty dependent upon the co-operation of the United 
States, but we have never yet said that because the United States are drawing 
back from their engagement, we are precluded from ourselves fulfilling a debt 
which we practically acknowledged in signing the Treaty. Other sections of 
opinion in England would be attracted by the prospect of the more reasonable 
treatment of the German reparation question offered by a re-affirmation of 
Anglo-French solidarity. Lastly, those who are watching with apprehension 
the disturbing effect of French opposition to our general policy in the East, 
would hail with satisfaction an arrangement putting an end, to, or at least 
minimizing, such opposition. We should be enabled, moreover, to reesta- 
blish our position in Greece which is being undermined as a consequence 
of the divergence between British and French policies. Provided we are in 
agreement with France, the opposition and the intrigues of the Italians could 
be neglected. 

If the Secretary of State was to approve the general principle of a policy 
based on these lines, I feel sure he would be able to state a case to the Cabinet 
with greater force than I can attempt to do in this note, and if the Prime 
Minister and Cabinet would sanction the broad principle of a consistent and 
comprehensive foreign policy so propounded by the Foreign Secretary, the 
latter’s hand would be strengthened in dealing with the large number of 

4 Cf. Vol. XVI, No. 634, n. 1. 
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minor yet important issues which he must discuss and treat in the course of 
the negotiations with the several delegations at the conference. 


E. A. C. 
No. 39 
Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received February 16, 10 a.m.) 
No. 102 Telegraphic [E 2043/201 /44] 
Very urgent CONSTANTINOPLE, February 15, 1921, 3.5 p.m. 


Turkish Government is once more in state of insolvency.' 1,200,000 lire 
Turkish, advanced by debt Council is exhausted while nearly 4,000,000 lire 
Turkish salaries up to the end of January remain unpaid. Though Turkish 
Government can possibly carry on for brief time yet, real crisis will come in 
about three weeks’ time when deficit in respect of salaries and other urgent 
services will be increased by some 2,000,000 lire more. 

On the other hand receipts from customs are falling while those from 
taxation will barely amount to 300,000 lire for February. Large sums are, 
however, due in respect of arrears of taxation amounting in the case of 
property tax to upwards of 2,000,000 lire chiefly owing to refusal of allied 
subjects to pay this tax. 

Meeting was held this morning of allied High Commissioners and mem- 
bers of Provisional Financial Commission to discuss this critical situation. 
Latter appealed to High Commissioners, first, to assist Turkish Government 
in collection of above-mentioned arrears. We have agreed each to publish 
a notice to the effect that Allied subjects will receive no support from their 
diplomatic and consular representatives in their refusal to pay taxes legally 
due from them and will be liable to penalties provided by law if they do not 
pay. We also agreed to request allied Police to assist Turkish collectors to the 
best of their power in collection of recognized taxes. 

Second remedy suggested by Provisional Financial Commission was in 
respect of customs revenue which is at present quite inadequate in the light of 
financial straits of Government. 

It was pointed out that this revenue could be increased in two ways, 
either by reverting to 11% ad valorem system? or by increasing specific 
duties in proportion. Provisional Financial Control Commission favoured 
first alternative provided that consumption tax to which Americans object 
very strongly could be continued. Consumption tax is levied on petroleum, 
sugar, tea and coffee and must be maintained as necessary expedient for 
relief of Turkish Financial crisis. American objections? will be all the greater 

t See Vol. XIII, No. 206. 

2 In April 1907 the Powers had agreed to the increase of the 8% ad valorem duty to 11%. 


In 1914 the Turkish Government had substituted for the ad valorem system a specific tariff, 


which by the beginning of 1921 was producing the equivalent of not more than 4% ad 
valorem. 
3 See F.R.U.S., 1921, vol. 2, pp. 890-3. 
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if consumption tax is maintained side by side with 11% ad valorem duty. 
But in practice additional cost resulting from consumption tax is borne by 
consumer and Americans enjoy a practical petroleum monopoly owing to 
cessation of all arrivals of oil from Baku. 

Immediate improvement of customs receipts was anticipated, if 11% ad 
valorem tariff were re-established, as merchants would hasten to clear their 
goods before change took place. Allied High Commissioners agreed to 
recommend this course to their respective Governments and to suggest that 
they bring pressure on United States Government to agree to a return to 
11% ad valorem tariff and maintenance of consumption tax. 

At the same time I would observe that both these suggested remedies are 
but temporary palliatives which will afford but passing relief and moreover 
will not take effect for several weeks. To enable Turkish Administration to 
Carry on it may therefore prove necessary for allies to find funds either 
directly or on their guarantee even before definite Financial Commission is 
constituted. Sir A. Block* leaves to-night for London and will be able to 
give you fullest information on desperate financial situation of this country. 


4 See No. 29, para. 7. 


No. 40 


Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Recewed February 17) 
No. 47 Telegraphic [E 2159/1 /44} 


ROME, February 17, 1921" 

My telegram No. 45. 

Osman Nizami, Turkish Ambassador designate, called yesterday evening 
and told me he was leaving for London to-day to attend conference. After 
criticising at length harshness of terms of Treaty of Sévres, which would, he 
declared, reduce Turkey to a state of slavery, he said that Angora Govern- 
ment could never consent to their delegates being merged in Turkish dele- 
gation. For them to do so would be tantamount to renouncing all the 
advantages of their present position. Contrary to views expressed by Count 
Sforza to Sir M. Hankey, he maintained that were [the] two to be treated 
with as a single delegation Angora delegates would return home. Withdrawal 
of Greece from Thrace and Smyrna would be demanded by latter, and on my 
asking whether there was any hope of a compromise between Greeks and 
Nationalists, he replied this was objected to as Greeks were systematically 
exterminating Mussulmans in districts occupied by their troops. 

Sir M. Hankey saw President of the Council this morning. Latter takes 
view that, in spite of above language, there is a close ‘subterranean’ under- 
standing between Angora and Turkish delegates. 

1 The time of despatch of this telegram is not recorded. 

2 Of February 17, not printed. This, and also Rome telegram No. 46 of February 17, 
not printed, transmitted to the Prime Minister and Lord Curzon reports from Sir M. 


Hankey, Secretary of the Cabinet, concerning his conversations with the Italian President 
of the Council, Count Sforza. 
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No. 41 


Memorandum by Mr. Osborne and Mr. Nicolson on the Graeco- Turkish 
Conference! 


[CG 3401/20/19] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, February 17, 1921 


Part I 


It will be convenient to begin by confining the discussion within the 
narrowest possible limits and by excluding from the first such sections of the 
Treaty as do not permit of modification. 

Taking the summary published on page 2 of the English text of the Treaty? 
it will be agreed that the following sections do not admit of any modification: 


Part I. Covenant of the League of Nations. 
Part IV. Protection of Minorities. 

Part VI. Prisoners of War and Graves. 

Part VII. Penalties. 

Part IX. Economic clauses. 

Part X. _— Aerial Navigation. 

Part XI. Ports, Waterways and Railways. 
Part XII. Labour. 

Part XIII. Miscellaneous provisions. 


Part II (frontiers of Turkey) will be dependent upon whatever decisions 
are taken in regard to the political clauses. As regards Part V (military, 
naval and air clauses) the War Office have been consulted, and a summary of 
their views is given below. As regards Part VIII (Financial clauses) it is 
presumed that no modification will be made, but Sir Adam Block will be 
here by the end of this week} and the matter can be discussed with him.‘ 

There remains Part III (political clauses) on which the discussions will 
chiefly centre. 

Of the sub-sections in this part, the followings ought, we consider, to be 
excluded from discussion: 


Section I. Constantinople. 
Section II. Straits. 
Section V. Greece. 


' In bringing this document to Lord Curzon’s attention, Sir E. Crowe explained: “The 
annexed memorandum has been prepared as a result of discussion I have had with Mr. Os- 
borne and Mr. Nicolson.’ 

2 See B.F.S.P., vol. 113, pp. 652-776. 3 See No. 39. 

4 Sir E. Crowe explained to Lord Curzon: ‘As regards the financial clauses I have been 
unable to obtain authoritative advice. The Treasury take the line that this is a special 
question with which they are not familiar, and on which they do not feel competent to 
express an opinion. The clauses were negotiated, on our behalf, by Sir A. Block, and he 
will be [here] at the end of this week. We shall have to wait for his views. E. A. C. Feb. 17.’ 

3 Brief pencilled annotations by Lord Curzon on these headings are not here reproduced. 
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Section VII. Syria, Mesopotamia and Palestine. 
Section VIII. Hedjaz. 

Section IX. Egypt, Sudan, Cyprus. 

Section X. Morocco, Tunis. 

Section XJ. Libya and Aegean Islands. 

Section XII. Nationality. 

Section XIII. General Provisions. 


The discussion will therefore be centred upon Kurdistan (Section III), 
Smyrna (Section IV), Armenia (Section VI). Suggestions as to the modifica- 
tions which can be made as regards these three sections are given below. 

The following agreements supplementary to the Treaty of Sévres may also 
come up for discussion : 


(1) The agreement® come to regarding the maintenance of inter-allied 
forces for the protection of Constantinople and the Straits. 

(2) The Graeco—Italian’? Treaty regarding the Dodecanese. 

(3) The Tripartite agreement.® 


As regards (1), the War Office do not at present desire any modification. 
As regards the treaty between Greece and Italy relative to the Dodecanese, 
it would be unfortunate if the Conference dissolved without any promise 
having been extracted from the Italians as to the ratification of this treaty. 
As regards the Tripartite agreement, we may, as we know, have to resist 
some suggestion on the part of the Italians that this agreement should be 
embodied in the actual treaty. 


Directions in which modifications could be made 
in the Treaty 


I. Kurdistan (Section IIT) 


We doubt whether His Majesty’s Government wish to assume any obliga- 
tions towards the Kurds at a time when those already assumed towards the 
Arabs are already too much for us.° And do the Kurds really want autonomy 
and are they sufficiently united and highly developed to make it a success? 
Further, do they not already enjoy in practice a large measure of autonomy 
under Turkish rule? At any rate no Armenian—Kurdish combination seems 
desirable or feasible. 

We would suggest the suppression of the Kurdish Section or, at least, its 
replacement by an undertaking by Turkey to grant some form of local 
autonomy if a properly authenticated request is received and, after investiga- 
tion, endorsed by the League of Nations. 


6 See Vol. VII, No. 14, Appendix I. 

7 See Vol. XIII, Nos. 104, 107, 111, 112, 115, 116, 117, 118, 

8 See No. 17, n. 4. 

9 See Vol. XIII, Chap. II, passim and in particular Nos. 342 and 351. 
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II. Smyrna (Section IV) 


As regards Smyrna, we have already in reserve definite articles!° providing 
for revision of the Treaty to the following extent: 


(1) Smyrna to form part of the Turkish Empire under the title ‘The 
Province of Ionia’. 

(2) The administration of this province to be carried out by a Greek 
High Commissioner, whose appointment shall be subjected to the 
approval of the Sultan. The High Commissioner to be assisted by an 
elective council on which the Turks shall be proportionally repre- 
sented. 

(3) The province to pay tribute to Turkey in the shape of a contribution 
to the Ottoman public debt. (Smyrna will have to pay this contribu- 
tion in any case, and the proposed alteration is merely one of form.) 

(4) A local gendarmerie and militia under the High Commissioner. 

(5) General organisation of the province to be based on an organic law 
elaborated by a mixed commission which shall include a Turkish 
representative. 

(6) The inhabitants of the Smyrna zone to be Turkish nationals but with 
Greek diplomatic representation abroad. 


III. Armenia (Section VI) 


Abandon the Wilson frontiers"! and replace by Articles on the following 

lines :— 

(a) “Turkey recognises the independence of the Armenian Republic of 
Erivan within the pre-war Russian frontiers and abandons all claims 
to the districts of Kars, Alexandropol and Ardahan in recognition of 
the abandonment by Armenia of claims to the Turkish Vilayets.’ 

(6) ‘Turkey recognises the right of the Armenians within Turkish terri- 
tory to autonomy and undertakes to cede to the League of Nations the 
sovereign rights and title to sufficient territory in Cilicia to contain 
and support the Turkish Armenians within Turkey and Armenian 
refugees without. Such territory, which shall be administered by the 
Armenians under the supervision of the League, shall extend roughly 
from the line Mersina~Tarsus-Adana—Osmanie to the line Hajin— 
Zeit{u]n—Marash within the limits to be decided by a Commission 
appointed by the League of Nations and including representatives of 
Turkey and Armenia.’ 

(c) “Turkey undertakes to facilitate the transfer to this territory of all 
Armenians from other parts of Turkey who may desire to proceed 
there and also to assist all Turks, who may so desire, to leave this 
territory and settle elsewhere in Turkey.’ 


10 See No. 12, Annex. 
tt See Vol. VIII, No. 98, minute 1, No. 99, minute 1 and Appendix I. For the text of 
President Wilson’s award of November 22, 1920, see F.R.U.S. 1920, vol. iii, pp. 790-804. 
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IV. Military Clauses 


The War Office state that there is no immediate necessity of reducing the 
forces of occupation in the Straits zone. They add that a reduction of these 
forces would be inconvenient, and that they would prefer to maintain them 
at their present strength rather than have the bother of making reductions. 
In a word they do not relish any alternative between complete evacuation 
and maintenance at the present strength. 

As regards the Military clauses, they are in favour of the following con- 
cessions to Turkey :— 


(1) Articles 152 and 157. That the ‘special elements’ referred to be raised 
from 15,000 to 30,000. 
(2) Article 165. That conscription be allowed in Turkey. 


We doubt whether these two concessions will make any very great appeal 
to Turkey, or be endorsed by His Majesty’s Government. 


Part II 
Suggestions as to the procedure at the Conference 


The first object to be aimed at is to confine the area of discussion within the 
narrowest possible limits. There are admitedly certain sections of the Treaty, 
such as Armenia, Kurdistan and Cilicia, which have already lapsed in 
practice owing to the progress of events. There are others, such as Smyrna, 
which at least offer a basis for discussion. There are, however, other impor- 
tant sections of the Treaty, such as those dealing with Constantinople and 
Turkey in Europe, the mere discussion of which would be undesirable in 
British interests. It is suggested that the following procedure offers the best 
prospect of keeping the discussion within reasonable limits :— 

(1) The Conference could be inaugurated at a plenary meeting at which 
the Greek Delegation would be present on an equal footing with the Allies. 
The Turkish Delegation would not be invited. In his opening speech the 
Prime Minister could indicate that the progress of events had rendered 
obsolete certain subsidiary sections of the Treaty, such as those dealing with 
Armenia and Kurdistan; that it was understood that the French Govern- 
ment were willing to examine the conditions under which Cilicia could be 
evacuated; and that these factors by themselves rendered it useful to dis- 
cuss in Conference the means by which the Treaty of Sévres could be brought 
into harmony with existing conditions. Before, however, proceeding to 
discuss the above points in detail, it would be preferable to hear what the 
Turkish Delegation themselves had to propose.. 

(2) The Turkish Delegation would then be summoned to appear before 
the Conference, state their case, and then withdraw. 

(3) At the subsequent meeting, to which neither the Greeks nor the Turks 
would be invited, the Prime Minister could open the discussion on the basis 
of the Turkish proposals of the preceding meeting. We can be certain that 
these proposals will be immoderate. The Prime Minister will thus be able, 
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while appearing to criticise the Turks only, to exclude from the outset, in so 
far as H.M. Government are concerned, the discussion of such undesirable 
questions as Turkey in Europe and the Straits. 

(4) It will be difficult after such a statement for the French and the 
Italians to raise these particular questions as proposals of their own, and we 
shall thus be in a better position to narrow the discussion down to the four 
subjects on which we are ourselves prepared to make concessions. 

(5) If we are able to achieve this initial tactical advantage we can well 
allow the further negotiations to develop by themselves. It will be important, 
however, to maintain the fiction that the Greeks are acting as Allies, and any 
concessions which may be required of them would stand a better chance of 
acceptance if represented as the Greek contribution to the common pool of 
sacrifice, than if imposed as the dictation of the great Powers upon a small 
nation. In any committee therefore which may be appointed to elaborate 
a revision of the Smyrna chapter, a Greek Representative should be included. 


No. 42 


Record by Mr. Nicolson of a conversation with Monsteur Venizelos 
[© 3872/20/19] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, February 23, 1921 


M. Venizelos came to see me today on his departure for Paris. He asked 
that Lord Curzon might be told that he did not wish to trouble him at the 
present time, but that he would like to send him a message of sincere thanks 
for all his kindness in the past. I promised to convey the message. 

M. Venizelos, who was in a gloomy mood, did not have anything very 
helpful to say about the Conference.!. He dwelt rather on the many difficul- 
ties with which we would be faced if we adopted some compromise scheme 
for Smyrna. He instanced the local propaganda which would then take 
place, the election of Greeks to the Athens Chamber, the persecution of 
Christians in the Interior,—in fact all the processes of uncertainty and dis- 
order which became so familiar a feature in the Cretan situation. 

There were two points, however, which may be of some interest:—(1) M. 
Venizelos does not, I think, take very seriously the danger of reprisals against 
his supporters in Athens. He thinks however that a word in the right quarter 
would do good, but trusts that if we decide to intervene on behalf of the 
Liberals in Athens, we shall do so privately. A public intervention would do 
more harm than good. 

(2) He evidently thinks, although he does not wish actually to say so, that 
if the new regime is recognised in Greece we could save our face and that of 
M. Briand by re-assuming the responsibilities and rights abandoned in the 
preamble to the Greek Minorities Treaty. As will be remembered this 


t i.e, the Conference in London. See No. 38, n. 2. 
2 See No. 5, nn. 2 and 3. 
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Treaty has not been ratified, and the occasion might be taken to resume our 
position as the Protecting Powers of Greece. This would enable us to retain 
a hold upon Constantine in the future. 

Haroip NICOLSON 


No. 43 


Str H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received February 28, 10.45 p.m.) 


No. 140 Telegraphic (E 2693/1 /44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, February 27, 1921, 5.20 p.m. 


In the course of long conversation which I had with Minister for Foreign 
Affairs yesterday, the latter expressed gratification at proposal for an in- 
vestigation by Allies with regard to Eastern Thrace and Smyrna.’ He as- 
sumed that every precaution would be taken to ensure impartial and accurate 
enquiry, and pointed out that Greeks were past-masters at creating majorities 
in districts by simple expedient of transferring inhabitants from one village or 
district to another. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs stated that he had received short telegram 
from Grand Vizier with regard to territorial claims of Turkey. Grand Vizier 
had expressed confidence in a favourable solution of those claims. Speaking 
generally, there is a feeling of optimism in Turkish circles as a result of re- 
ports from London. 

(Repeated to Athens, No. 27.) 


1 See Vol. XV, Nos. 22, 23, 24. 


No. 44 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received March 1, 10.20 a.m.) 
No. ror Telegraphic [E 2712/1 /44] 


ATHENS, February 28, 1921, 3.35 p.m. 


Reported decision of Conference to appoint committee to enquire into 
population etc. of Smyrna region and Thrace! has fallen here as a bomb shell. 
Government had a long discussion on Saturday evening? and it is announced 
that National Assembly will be asked to decide on instructions? to be sent to 


t See No. 43, n. 1. 2 i.e. February 26. 

3 In his telegram No. 104 of March 1, Lord Granville reported: ‘National Assembly 
yesterday voted resolution declaring that it is impossible to accept revision of Treaty of 
Sévres which gives minimum satisfaction to national rights and that it instructs Govern- 
ment and delegation in London to inform Allied Governments that Hellenic nation is 
grateful for interest they have always shown in favour of rights of Hellenism and is convinced 
that they will not insist on proposal which Greece cannot possibly accept. 

‘Representatives of all parties spoke very strongly in the sense of this resolution.’ 
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Monsieur Calogeropoulos.4 All newspapers publish articles in varying de- 
grees of indignation declaring unanimously that Greece must absolutely 
refuse to accept this decision, that she must fight and that every Greek of 
whatever party is ready to sacrifice his blood and his money in the national 
cause. 

Very imposing demonstration, in which I am informed men of all parties 
participated, yesterday voted for resolution protesting against proposal of 
Conference, declaring the united and unchangeable decision of all Greeks 
to impose respect for national rights recognised by Treaty of Sévres and 
calling on the Powers in the name of justice to recognise definitely the cession 
to Greece of territories of Thrace and Smyrna which have been won by 
Greek blood. Demonstration visited three Allied Legations and Palace and 
cheered for the respective countries and for war. I have received innumer- 
able telegrams from all over the country to the same effect. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


4 M. Kalogeropoulos, Greek President of the Council and Minister of Foreign Affairs 
since February 6, 1921 (see No. 15, n. 6), had arrived in London on February 17 as head of 
the Greek delegation to the Third Conference of London. 


No. 45 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received March 1, 10.30 a.m.) 
No. 102 Telegraphic [E 2709/1 /44] 


ATHENS, February 28, 1921, 5.15 p.m. 

My immediately preceding telegram." 

I venture to submit following considerations. 

1. Allies before coming to decision embodied in Treaty of Sévres are sup- 
posed to have carefully enquired into the very question proposed Committee 
is to investigate; investigations of Committee are not likely to be very satis- 
factory and conclusive and its appointment seems to admit that previous 
decisions were taken carelessly and that Powers allowed themselves to be 
hoodwinked by Monsieur Veniselos. 

2. Great Britain has presumably already lost ground to France and Italy 
in Turkey and possibly throughout Islam; this ground we shall hardly re- 
cover by changing our policy so late and obviously unwillingly; whereas in 
Greece, where we have great interests, and where we stand at present far 
ahead of France and Italy, we shall lose our paramount position and shall 
be nearly if not quite as unpopular as they are all now. 

3. If we press too hard King Constantine may abdicate and that, I am 
convinced, will do far more harm than good and lead to anarchy and 
revolution. 


t No. 44. 
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4. What if Greece defied us? Are we prepared and are we capable to 
enforce our decision? Kemal defied us and we asked Greeks to enforce our 
decision and now seem to be abandoning her. 

5. After all Turkey was our enemy in the war and very dangerous one 
and Greece was ally although King Constantine and some of present 
Government were not. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


No. 46 


Earl Curzon to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 206 [E 2866/1 /44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, March 2, 1921 
Sir, 

His Excellency Tewfik Pasha, the Grand Vizier and senior Turkish dele- 
gate at the Allied Conference now sitting in London,' called on me this week. 
It was intended, as I understood, to be merely a courtesy visit, the more so 
that his Excellency, who is over 80 years of age, has been in poor health 
ever since his arrival in England (having suffered, as he told me, very much 
from his five days’ journey), and has presented a very feeble appearance at 
the few sittings which he has attended. 

This did not prevent him, however, from developing a political argument 
which occupied about twenty minutes, and commenced with the delivery of 
a special message from the Sultan to the effect that His Imperial Majesty 
was deeply convinced that the only hope for his country and his throne lay in 
revival of the old relations between Turkey and Great Britain, to which he 
was ready to agree in any manner that might be thought best. 

I remarked that, pending the conclusion of peace, we could only proceed 
in close concert with our Allies, and were precluded from taking any in- 
dependent action. Moreover it was a pity that these considerations had not 
been present to the mind of the Turkish Government in 1914, when their 
action in making war upon us had been of a particularly shameless as well as 
a suicidal nature. 

The Grand Vizier deplored the lamentable errors committed by his 
countrymen at that time, which he had done his best to avert, and for which 
they were now paying the penalty. 

When I asked him whether he was speaking exclusively for the Con- 
stantinople Government and reminded him that in the present conference the 
attitude of his delegation had been one of almost complete subservience to the 
Angora delegates, to whom they had invariably ceded the word, the Pasha 
replied that this had been done for reasons of expediency, but that really 
there was quite a good understanding between them, and that, in respect of 
friendship with Great Britain, the sentiments of Bekir Sami Bey were exactly 


1 See No. 38, n. 2. 
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identical with his own. This, indeed, was the feeling of the entire Turkish 
people. 

When I replied that it was a little difficult to reconcile these inclinations 
with the known facts—(1) that a representative? of the Angora Government 
was at this moment sitting at Moscow in close consultation with the Soviet 
leaders; and (2) that the same Government was trying to come to separate 
arrangements with the French and Italian Governments behind our backs in 
London—the Grand Vizier did not appear to be in the least disturbed by 
these symptoms, which he evidently regarded as conventional moves in the 
diplomatic game. 

His second request related to the financial position in Constantinople, 
which he described (I believe with absolute truth) as desperate. None of the 
officials or functionaries had been paid their salaries for many weeks; the 
Treasury was empty; poverty and destitution were widespread; and unless 
financial aid were forthcoming the entire State would collapse. 

His proposal was that the Powers should agree to an increase in the cus- 
toms duties levied at Constantinople. He seemed to be a little uncertain 
about his figures, and did not appear to be thoroughly acquainted with the 
controversy that has recently been going on at Constantinople concerning the 
revival of the old ad valorem system, to which I understand that the High 
Commissioners have already agreed. 

Upon this subject I was non-committal, though sympathetic, and the 
Grand Vizier, having discharged his task with the courtesy of an old and 
experienced diplomat and received from me the parting advice to persuade 
his Angora friends to ratify the treaty as quickly as possible, enveloped him- 
self in a heavy overcoat and withdrew. 

Iam, &c., 
CurRZON oF KEDLESTON 


2 Yussuf Kemal Bey. 3 See No. 39. 


No. 47 


Record by Sir E. Crowe of a conversation with the Italian Ambassador 
[C 4661/20/19} 
FOREIGN OFFICE, March 2, 1921 


In the course of conversation the Italian Ambassador today touched upon 
the subject of the proposed Commission to enquire into the nationality 
question in E. Thrace and at Smyrna.' He expressed his great satisfaction at 
the imminence of a solution provided by the plan of these Commissions which 
he thought the Turks would accept and which the Greeks would not really 
object to see imposed upon them by the allies. 

I asked M. de Martino how, in his opinion, the Commission were to 
proceed. I reminded him that he and I had spent many weary months in 


t See No. 43, n. I. 
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Paris? examining into these very statistics. Was this work to be done all over 
again, on the same material, with the same witnesses, the same contradictory 
pleadings of interested parties? If so, what chance was there of a result being 
arrived at different from that on which the clauses of the Treaty of Sévres 
had been based? 

M. de Martino then explained that the statistical enquiry was of course 
a mere cloak. What the Conference had now decided, by setting up the 
Commission, was to make altogether different arrangements concerning 
Smyrna and Eastern Thrace than were laid down in the treaty. The statisti- 
cal enquiry was designed to afford a decent pretext for completely altering 
the treaty; the statistics themselves were of secondary importance, and could 
of course be turned to account in all sorts of different ways. The essential 
thing was that we were now to get rid of those portions of the treaty which 
prevented the establishment of peace with the Turks. 

I allowed M. de Martino to develop his thesis fully, and concealed my sur- 
prise at the frankness with which he explained his thoughts. It 1s quite clear 
that he regards the Commissions as a triumph of Italo-Turkish diplomacy 
and the death-knell of the treaty of Sévres. 

I presume this cannot have been the view of Mr. Lloyd George when he 
proposed them. But this Italian attitude shows how important it will be, 
when the time comes, to insist on such carefully circumscribed terms of 
reference for the Commission as will prevent their securing the purpose so 
ingenuously avowed by M. de Martino. I am afraid that however careful we 
are, we shall have to count with an Italian Commissioner who will snap his 
fingers at all terms of reference, and play deliberately into the hands of the 
Turks, whatever the evidence before him. Clearly it will be extremely 
difficult to obtain a settlement on the merits of the question.3 

E. A. CG. 


2 See Vol. II, Chap. I, passim. 
3 Sir E. Crowe annotated this document: ‘Returned by Lord Curzon, M[ar]ch. 4. The 
proposal is now dead.’ (See Vol. XV, Nos. 32 and 34.) 


No. 48 


Earl Curzon to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 139 Telegraphic [E 2985/201 /44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, March 7, 1921, 10 p.m. 


Your despatch No. 178 (of the 16th February.' Re-establishment of the 
11% ad valorem Customs duties). 

This question has been considered in consultation with French and 
Italian financial delegates,? and it is understood that the French Govern- 
ment have already instructed the French High Commissioner to accept the 
re-establishment of the 11% ad valorem Customs duty together with the 


t Not printed. See, however, No. 39. 
2 M. Kammerer and M. Galli respectively. 
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Consumption tax. Italians are also in agreement, and will be sending similar 
instructions to the Italian High Commissioner. 

You should therefore concert with your colleagues strongly urging the 
immediate return to the 11% ad valorem import duty sanctioned by Article 
263 of the Treaty. 

There will be no objection to the continuance, for the present, of the 
Consumption tax. 


No. 49 


Earl Curzon to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 153 Telegraphic [Confidential |General [800/157] 


Personal and secret FOREIGN OFFICE, March 12, 1921, 5.10 p.m. 


The concessions to Turkey contained in the proposals reported in my 
telegram No. 151 of 11th March! are entirely due to the initiative of His 
Majesty’s Government, whose representatives suggested, and for the most 
part drafted, the various proposed modifications of the treaty articles. 

Both you and your predecessor have on various occasions reported expres- 
sions of desire on the part of the Sultan and the Turkish Government for 
British friendship and support and we are convinced of the sincerity of these 
sentiments. The present proposals should be used as our answer to these 
advances. Though no doubt your French and Italian colleagues and their 
Governments will endeavour to claim all the credit, you should lose no 
opportunity of impressing on the Sultan and on responsible Turkish officials 
that the solution now proposed is mainly due to the sincere desire of His 
Majesty’s Government to satisfy legitimate Turkish claims and susceptibili- 
ties and so to facilitate the recovery of Turkey from the fatal effects of her 
recent policy. At the same time you should make it clear that a failure to 
profit by the present proposals owing to persistence in any claims that exceed 
the bounds of possibility may result in missing a golden opportunity for re- 
covering British friendship and former relations which can only be reached 
by stages of which we hope this may be the first. 

Your telegram No. 169.2 You might, if you consider desirable and useful, 
convey to the Sultan an expression of our sympathy with His Majesty and 
of our entire confidence in his sincerity, and add that we earnestly trust that 
our proposals may lead to the pacification of a united Turkey under His 
authority. 


1 Not printed (see No. 50, n. 2, below). 

2 Of March 8, not printed. In this telegram Sir H. Rumbold stated: ‘I trust His Majesty’s 
Government will not lose sight of desirability as often pointed out by my predecessor of 
strengthening Sultan’s personal position and making him rallying point for moderate 
element in Turkey.’ 
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No. 50 


Earl Curzon to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 


No. 240 [E 3343/1 /44] 
Sir, FOREIGN OFFICE, March 15, 1921 


The Grand Vizier, in much better health, and in greater spirits than on the 
occasion of his former visit, called upon me at the Foreign Office this after- 
noon in order to bid good-bye.! 

His manner on this occasion was assured and his utterance voluble, and 
there was no concealment on his part of the fact that he was leaving England 
in a very good humour at the concessions which had been made. 

Following up the advance which he had made to me on the previous 
occasion at the instance of the Sultan, he told me that the latter was exceed- 
ingly anxious to fortify the closer co-operation, which he hoped would exist 
in the future between Turkey and Great Britain, by a separate alliance or 
agreement with ourselves. He realised, however, that at a time when we 
were acting in close concert with the other Great Powers such a solution was 
impracticable and could not receive favourable consideration at our hands. 
He therefore refrained from putting it forward, but he wished me to know 
what had been in the mind of his royal master and what was the future 
situation to which the latter looked forward. 

I made no comment upon this suggestion, except to say that the Grand 
Vizier was quite right in thinking that it was impossible for us to take any 
step at the present juncture in separation from our allies. 

His Excellency, while protesting that he did not want to raise any question 
of a revision of the Treaty of Sévres beyond that which had been officially 
proposed,? then proceeded, in contravention of his own assurance, to plead 
for lighter treatment in respect of Thrace. His argument was really a plea for 
the Enos—Midia as against the Chatalja line. 

I allowed him to develop his case without interruption, but informed him 
at the end that an essential condition of the modifications that had been 
proposed was the maintenance of the rest of the Treaty of Sévres intact, and 
that it was therefore out of the question that an exception should be made in 
the case of Thrace. The Turkish Government should bow to the facts of the 
situation and be grateful for the very substantial concessions that had been 
made. 

The Grand Vizier then went on to give me a rather interesting account of 
the private relations which had existed between the Angora delegation and 
himself. He admitted that they had come to the Conference with some sus- 
picion of each other, and that the relations for the first day or two had been 
strained. At the end of that time, Bekir Sami Bey having shown a very 
conciliatory spirit, they had acted in close co-operation, and he hoped to 

1 For his farewell visit to the Prime Minister on March 16, see Vol. XV, No. 66 (p. 442). 

2 See Vol. XV, No. 53, Appendix 2 and No. 58, n. 3. A summary of revised proposals 
for the modification of the Treaty of Sévres had been communicated to Sir H. Rumbold 
in Foreign Office telegram No. 151 of March 11, not printed. 
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have established relations with the Angora delegation which would render 
co-operation between the two much easier than had at one time been 
imagined. The ‘wild cats of Angora’ had indeed, according to him, become 
quite tame under his fatherly care. 

Tewfik Pasha then proceeded to develop a long argument about the 
increase in customs duty to which the High Commissioners had agreed at 
Constantinople.3 Apparently this particular concession was not in the least 
what the Turkish Government desired and would not result to them in the 
pecuniary advantage which was the only thing to which they really attached 
importance. They did not want an ad valorem duty at all, and the 11 per 
cent., in practice, would mean a realised duty of not more than one-half. 

I did not either interrupt or follow the Grand Vizier in this argument, 
which he continued until he had exhausted the fertility of the vein. 

We then parted with hopes—the realisation of which, considering his 
advanced age, I cannot but doubt—that we might meet again. 

Iam, &c., 
CurRZzON OF KEDLESTON 
3 See No. 48. 


No. 51 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Recetved March 17, 10.50 p.m.) 


No. 182 Telegraphte (E 3401/1 /44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, March 16, 1921, 2 p.m. 


Comment in Constantinople press on proposals presented to Turkish and 
Greek delegations on March 12th! is restrained. Note struck in Turkish 
papers is that successes achieved by Turkish delegation in London are 
gratifying preliminary result of great national effort but much disappoint- 
ment is about at abandonment of original proposal? to submit question of 
Thrace and Smyrna to re-examination by international commissions. There 
is tendency to emphasize view that proposals merely constitute stage in 
negotiations and that there is room for counter proposals. Nationalists are 
dissatisfied with middle solution; proposed for Smyrna and still more so with 
proposal to leave Thrace definitely in the hands of Greeks. Greek press is 
quiet. 

It would be useful if I could have early information regarding movements 
of both Turkish delegations. I should also like to know for my own guidance 
attitude of His Majesty’s Government in regard to separate agreements said 
to have been concluded between Turks and French and Italians. 

t See Vol. XV, No. 53, Appendix 2, No. 58, n. 3, and No. 59. 

2 See Vol. XV, No. 22, Appendix. See also No. 23. For the discussions of these proposals, 
see Nos. 24-6, 32-6, 48, 51. 

3 See Vol. XV, No. 52 (and Appendix), No. 53, Appendix 2. 

4 See No. 56, below. 
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No. 52 


Earl Curzon to Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 
No. 66 Telegraphic [C 5367 /262/3] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, March 17, 1921, 9 p.m. 


Signor Galli when in London was furnished with a memorandum dated 
the 7th March! relative to the financial assistance to be offered to the 
Turkish Government and more especially in regard to the gold deposited in 
Berlin and Vienna? to cover the first issue of Turkish paper currency which 
by Article 253 of the Turkish Treaty is to be placed at the disposal of the 
Financial Commission. We proposed in that memorandum that the three 
Allied Governments should authorise the High Commissioners at Con- 
stantinople to inform the Provisional Financial Commission that the gold in 
question will be placed at its disposal and that the Commission would be 
empowered to sell the gold as and when necessary utilising the proceeds in 
assisting the Turkish Treasury to meet pressing requirements. 

The French Government have agreed} to the proposal, and it is most 
desirable to have the concurrence of the Italian Government as soon as 
possible. Please therefore communicate with them and endeavour to acceler- 
ate their agreement‘ to our proposal.5 


t Not printed. 
2 This gold, amounting to over £6,000,000 had been deposited in the Reichsbank and 


Austro-Hungarian Bank in the name of the Council and Administration of the Ottoman 
Public Debt. 

3 In a letter of March 13 from M. Kammerer to Mr. Osborne, not printed. 

4 In his telegram No. gg of April 1 Sir G. Buchanan stated: ‘Italian Government reply 
that instructions have been sent to Italian Ambassador at Constantinople on March roth 
to collaborate with his allied colleagues.’ 

5 Cf. No. 363, below. 


No. 53 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Lord Curzon (Received March 19, 12.15 p.m.) 
No. 127 Telegraphic [E 3451/1 /44] 


ATHENS, March 18, 1921, 2 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 151 to Constantinople.' 

Proposals? have not received altogether favourable comment in the Press. 
It is pointed out that Turkey will always be a friend of Germany and an 
enemy of the Entente and of Greece. Hence everything which strengthens 
Turkey will strengthen Germany in the future. Attitude of France in wishing 
to destroy part of Treaty and coming to terms with Kemal} is severely 
criticized. Disappointment is expressed that Great Britain whose interests 
are identical with those of Greece should have consented to modify Treaty to 
please France. 


t See No. 50, n. 2. 2 See No. 51, n. 1. 3 See No. 56, below. 
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According to the Press, Greece cannot accept the proposals which would 
mean the loss of Smyrna, and the withdrawal of the menace to Turkey in 
Article 36+ will result in further massacres of un-redeemed Greeks and 
Armenians. Many papers urge that Greece should promptly settle the 
matter with Kemal by force. 

Monsieur Gounaris’s organs on the contrary professes relief at the prospect 
of the end of Asia Minor campaign and seeks to blame Monsieur Veniselos 
for having entangled Greece in Asia Minor. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


4 This article provided for the expulsion of the Turkish authorities from Constantinople 
in certain contingencies. 

5 ‘Protevousa’. M. Gounaris, Minister of War, had left Greece on March 5 to join the 
Greek delegation to the London Conference. 


No. 54 


Letter from Sir E. Crowe to the Italian Ambassador 
[E 3218/13/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, March 18, 1921 
My dear Ambassador :— 

With reference to our conversation of March goth’ regarding the desira- 
bility of amplifying Count Sforza’s denial? that Italy has supplied the Turkish 
Nationalists with arms and ammunition in the past and so of definitely dis- 
posing of these rumours for the future, I think that I ought to send you the 
details of a recent circumstantial report which shows that there are persons 
who persist in the allegation that transactions of this nature are still or have 
quite recently been in progress. 

The report is to the effect that Jami Munir Bey has been conducting 
negotiations at Rome on a large scale for the purchase of arms, ammuni- 
tion, &c., in which he was assisted by two members of the Grand National 
Assembly, Nuri Aziz (or Sureya) and Fikri Beha, who came to Rome from 
Angora specially for the purpose. Business is said to have been conducted 
through a certain Sanardi Manfredo Lamberti, the representative of an 
explosives factory, and it is even alleged that a high Italian official was 
assisting the Nationalist delegates. A credit of three hundred thousand 
Turkish pounds is said to have been opened at the Adalia branch of the 
Banca Commerciale and a further sum forwarded through a Milanese 
bank; purchases are also said to have been arranged on the basis of an 
exchange for coal. The first definite result of the supposed negotiations which 
are declared to have been quite recent is stated to have been the successful 
purchase of ten to twenty million mauser bullets. 

1 This conversation was recorded in a Memorandum of March g by Sir E. Crowe, not 

inted. 
atte the Italian Parliament. 
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Possibly these details may be of assistance to you in tracing the origin of 
this and similar malevolent rumours and they will, I am sure, convince you 
of the desirability of extending the scope of the démenti to the present and 
future as well as the past. 

EYRE CROWE 


No. 55 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Recetved March 19, 11.55 a.m.) 


No. 188 Telegraphic (E 3453/201/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, March 19, 1921, 5 p.m. 


My telegram No. 167,' your telegram No. 139.2 

Three High Commissioners addressed joint note to Porte on March 14th; 
intimating that their Governments were agreeable to maintenance of con- 
sumption taxes concurrently with re-establishment of ad valorem duty of 
11% for period of armistice provided that consumption taxes continued to be 
charged on all articles to which they apply irrespective of country of origin. 
Note requested Turkish Government to return to ad valorem system as soon 
as possible. Note was supported by strong verbal representations. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs said he had quite understood from Grand 
Vizier’s original telegram* that what Your Lordship had agreed to, after 
consultation with French and Italians, was quintupling of specific tariff now 
de facto in force. He said he had telegraphed to Grand Vizier for full informa- 
tion. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs yesterday March 17th read Minister of 
Commerce’s telegram from Grand Vizier dated March 16th reporting 
conversation with Your Lordship on March 15th’ at which question was fully 
discussed. Grand Vizier represents Your Lordship as having said that you 
were not opposed to increase of duty in the form desired by Turkish Govern- 
ment; that it was indifferent which of the two alternatives was adopted; that 
object was to consent to measure which would produce increase in resources; 
and that you would accept whatever decision might be arrived at between 
Turks and French.® 

In view of above may I be informed as to exact position in regard to this 
question (A) between His Majesty’s Government and Turkish delegation and 


t Of March 8, not printed. 2 No. 48. 

3 A copy of this Joint Allied Note was transmitted to the Foreign Office in Constantinople 
despatch No. 305 of March 23, not printed. In this same despatch, Sir H. Rumbold 
enclosed copies of his correspondence on this matter with the American High Commissioner, 
not printed. (Part of this is published in F.R.U.S. 1921, vol. ii, pp. 891-2.) 

4 This had reported the Grand Vizier’s conversation with Lord Curzon on March 1. 
Cf. No. 46. 

8 Cf. No. 50. 

6 Lord Curzon annotated this: ‘Not a word of truth. See my account of interview 
(No. 50]. The Grand Vizier has put into my mouth fis words. I said nothing.’ 
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(B) between His Majesty’s Government and French and Italian Govern- 
ments? I find it difficult to believe that Grand Vizier’s version of position in 
London is accurate. The High Commissioners here have always held out 
strongly for return to ad valorem system. Question was fully discussed with 
financial delegates before London conference and they quite agreed that that 
was the proper solution. If after all this and after the High Commissioners 
have once more pressed strongly for its . . .7 Allied Governments. . .7 effect 
will be that, apart from other inconveniences of agreeing to specifi[c] tariff, 
Turks will present appearance of having scored diplomatic victory at the 
expense of Allied representatives here. 


7 The text is here uncertain. 


No. 56 


Earl Curzon to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 172 Telegraphic [E 3401/1 /44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, March 19, 1921, 11 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 182 (March 16th.! Turkish opinion on treaty modifica- 
tions.) 

Both Turkish delegations left March 17th. Some of them may stay short 
time in Paris. See also my telegram No. 166.2 

His Majesty’s Government offered no objection to independent Franco- 
Turkish discussions regarding Cilicia. These resulted in agreement? for 
exchange of prisoners and in provisional agreement for rectification of 
frontier, gendarmerie control and evacuation. 

No agreement appears to have been made with Italians.‘ 

1 No. 51. 2 Of March 16, not printed. 

3 The text of this agreement, concluded in London on March g and dated March 11 
(see No. 84, n. 5), is given in G. F. de Martens, Nouveau Recueil Général de Traités, ziéme série, 
vol. xiii, pp. 332-4, and L’ Europe Nouvelle, March 26, 1921. 

+ Cf., however, No. 60, below. 


No. 57 


Earl Curzon to Lord Hardinge (Parts) 
No. 620 [E 3446/22/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, March 19, 1921 
My Lord :— 

With reference to Sir M. Cheetham’s despatch No. 464! (P 191) of the 
8th ultimo in which reference is made to the Allied command at Con- 
stantinople and to the Presidency of the Military Sub-Commission of 
Organisation in Turkey, I have to inform Your Excellency that these matters 
formed the subject of a long conversation on the 15th instant between the 


™ No. 35. 
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Under-Secretary of State and the French Ambassador who had previously 
consulted Monsieur Berthelot.? 

2. As regards General Harington’s supreme command at Constantinople 
over the Allied troops Count Saint-Aulaire promised to do what he could to 
meet the views of His Majesty’s Government. He recognised that the French 
Government were practically pledged to accept the arrangement, the execu- 
tion of which had only been deferred at their request in anticipation of the 
London Conference? introducing some material alteration in the situation. 
He admitted that as a matter of fact the conference had not led to any change 
to render less pressing than before the appointment of a supreme commander 
of the Allied forces in Constantinople. It is to be hoped, therefore, that upon 
this point His Majesty’s Government may shortly receive satisfaction. 

3. As regards the appointment of General Franks* as chairman of the 
Military Sub-Commission of Organisation in Turkey, the Ambassador’s 
remarks made it clear to Sir Eyre Crowe that the French Government mean 
to maintain an attitude of obstinacy. Count Saint-Aulaire said it was quite 
true that Marshal Foch’s committee had agreed to a British chairman of 
that sub-commission and that the French Military Attaché in London, when 
the details of the scheme came to be settled, had similarly accepted it:® the 
French Government, however, maintain that this attitude on the part of 
their military authorities, who necessarily took into account the military 
side of the question only, had lost sight altogether of its political aspect. 
The French Government, they say, is being accused by French public 
opinion of making unjustifiable concessions to Great Britain in Turkey: 
there would be parliamentary opposition to an arrangement by which the 
organisation of the Turkish gendarmerie, as well as the presidency of the 
higher military commission, should be placed in British hands, especially as 
before the war the Turkish gendarmerie had been under French command.’ 
Count Saint-Aulaire also laid great stress on the analogy of the military 
commission of control in Germany, where the president of the commission 
was a French general, whilst a British general was head of the principal 
sub-commission. 

4. Sir Eyre Crowe failed entirely to move Count Saint-Aulaire from his 
views. When he urged upon His Excellency the necessity of coming to some 
practical arrangement for finding a solution the Ambassador replied that the 
chairmanship of the Financial Commission was to be given to a Frenchman, 
and he understood that the British Government on their part claimed the 
appointment of secretary-general to that commission. Ifthe British Govern- 
ment were willing to let this secretary-generalship go to a Frenchman, it 
might perhaps be possible to persuade the French Government to let a British 
general assume the chairmanship of the commission of organisation of the 
gendarmerie. 


2 M. Berthelot was Secretary-General to the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 
3 Of February 18-March 18. See Vol. XV, Chap. IT. 


4 See No. 25, n. 7. S See No. 25, n. 5. 6 See No. 25, n. 6. 
7 See No. 25, n. 7. 
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5. Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out the difficulty in the way of such an arrange- 
ment, which consisted in the fact, that contrary to what His Excellency 
assumed, the British Government, far from claiming for a British subject the 
secretary-generalship of the financial commission, had expressed the very 
decided opinion that there was no necessity for such a post at all. It was 
therefore difficult to base a compromise on the suggestion that this, apparently 
quite unnecessary, post should be given to France. 

6. As the conversation led to no other issue, Sir Eyre Crowe was only 
able to suggest that on both sides the whole problem should be again 
examined with a view to finding some solution. 

7. Copy of a memorandum? which was handed to Count Saint-Aulaire by 
Sir Eyre Crowe is enclosed herewith. 

Iam, &c., 
(For the Secretary of State) 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 


8 Dated March 15, not printed. 


No. 58 


Letter from Earl Curzon to the Greek Chargé d’ Affaires: 
[E 3196/813/44) 
FOREIGN OFFICE, March 19, 1921 
Sir :— 

I have the honour to request you to be so kind as to communicate the 

enclosed Memorandum to His Excellency Monsieur Calogeropoulos. 

I have, &c., 

(For the Secretary of State)? 


1 M. A. Rizo-Rangabé. 2 Signature lacking in filed copy of the original. 


ENCLOosuRE IN No. 58 


Memorandum 


[E 3196/813/44) 
March 17, 1921 

His Majesty’s Government wish to profit by the presence in London of the 
Greek President of the Council in order to bring to his notice the repeated 
complaints that they have received from the British High Commissioner at 
Constantinople in regard to the vexatious and obstructive measures enforced 
by the Greek authorities in Asia Minor and Thrace. 

The chief cause for complaint is the prohibition of the export of livestock, 
butter and other foodstuffs of prime necessity from the territories in Greek 
occupation to Constantinople. This has formed the subject of continual but 
unavailing protests both to the Greek High Commissioner at Constantinople 
and to the Greek Government at Athens but, in spite of the most urgent 
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representations, none of these measures have [sic] been repealed despite all 
the promises and assurances of the Greek authorities. 

The freedom of commerce is also unjustifiably obstructed by the introduc- 
tion of the compulsory rate of exchange of the drachma in direct violation of 
the terms of Article 77 of the Treaty of Sévres. 

The movements of travellers are hindered by difficulties of every kind, 
which have considerably increased since the opening of the recent conference. 

In the Smyrna area the American, British, Dutch, French and Italian 
Chambers of Commerce have communicated to the Representatives of their 
Governments at Constantinople a joint protest against the unwarrantable 
conditions laid down by the Greek authorities for the export of cereals, etc. 
It appears that an order has been issued by which exports are only permitted 
under special permit and on condition that half of the quantity to be exported 
is sold to the Greek authorities at cost price—a measure that would not 
appear to be justified either by military necessity, by precedent or by law 
and the result of which threatens to be disastrous to the town and district of 
Smyrna. 

It is not considered worth while to enter at length into the details of the 
voluminous correspondence to which these and similar vexatious measures 
have given rise. It is sufficient to say that all protests to the Greek authorities 
have remained without effect, that the food situation at Constantinople is 
becoming increasingly precarious and that His Majesty’s Government must 
insist that the Greek Government take into immediate consideration these 
various complaints and cause the necessary instructions for their satisfaction 
to be issued without delay to the Greek authorities concerned. 


No. 59 


Sir H, Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Recetved March 24, 4 p.m.) 


No. 198 Telegraphic (E 3664/1 /44) 
CONSTANTINOPLE, March 22, 1921, 4.40 p.m. 


I had a long conversation with Minister for Foreign Affairs on the subject 
of modifications in Treaty of Sévres which have been suggested to Turkish 
delegations.! 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs was evidently gratified at results achieved 
by Turkish delegations and I am inclined to think that he would for his part 
be prepared to accept modifications as they stand and make best of situation. 
He only raised two points namely that of nationality of proposed Governor 
of Smyrna and inclusion of Constantinople in Straits zone. 

As regards former question he hoped that League of Nations would not 
select a Greek for post of Governor. Such a selection would I venture to 
think be unfortunate nor would a Frenchman or Italian do, in view of their 
respective interests in Asia Minor. 

t See No. 51, n. 1. 
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An Englishman would no doubt command confidence of Constantinople 
Government but failing him a subject of one of Scandinavian States, a 
Dutchman or a Swiss would perhaps be best. 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs mentioned that freedom of Straits at 
Bosphorous end would be insured if the Straits zone began at Buyukdere on 
European side and at a point on Asiatic Coast immediately opposite, thus 
leaving Constantinople outside scope of Straits Commission. 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs expressed apprehension at arrangement 
which Nationalists are said to have concluded with Italians? as it would 
probably be found that the Nationalists had given away much too much. 

It was obvious to me that Minister’s remarks on this subject were tinged 
with mortification at subsidiary réle . . .3 this admission by Government 
Delegation in London. 

I am reporting fully by despatch. 

2 See No. 60, below. 3 The text is here uncertain. 
4 Constantinople despatch No. 292 of March 23, not printed. 


No. 60 


Earl Curzon to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 181 Telegraphic (E 3401/1 /44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, March 22, 1921, 11 p.m. 
Your telegram No. 182! and my telegram No. 172.2 
Press information from Paris and Rome now indicates that the French 
Agreement with the Nationalists conflicts with the provisions of the Treaty 
as regards the frontiers of Syria and also with the provisions of the Tripartite 
Agreement.3 The Italians also made a separate agreement* apparently on 
lines of Tripartite Agreement. 
We have telegraphed to Paris and Rome asking for copies of both agree- 
ments.5 
t No. 51. 2 No. 56. 3 See No. 76, below. 
4 Of March 13. A French text of this agreement is printed in Count C. Sforza, Diplomatic 
Europe since the Treaty of Versailles (New Haven, 1928), pp. 104-5. 
5 Foreign Office telegrams No. 125 and No. 72 respectively, of March 22, not printed. 


No. 61 


Earl Curzon to Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 


No. 248 [E 3287/50/44) 


FOREIGN OFFICE, March 22, 1921 
Sir:— 
With reference to your telegram No. 60! of the rst March, I have to inform 


t Not printed. This telegram stated: ‘Italian Government consider Greek claims [to 
levy taxes in Smyrna zone] to be premature in view of present discussions regarding Treaty 
of Sévres.’ 
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Your Excellency that the question of the levying of taxes by the Hellenic 
Authorities in the Smyrna Zone, formed the subject of unofficial discussion 
with members of the French and Italian Delegations at the time of the recent 
Conference in London. 

2. While Monsieur Kammerer of the French Delegation stated that the 
French Government were in agreement with His Majesty’s Government in 
considering that the Greeks had the right to levy taxes within the Smyrna 
Zone as from the date of their military occupation, but not for any previous 
period, Monsieur Galli, on behalf of the Italian Government expressed the 
opinion that the Greeks had no right to take any measure of this kind prior 
to the ratification of the Treaty of Peace with Turkey. The Italian Govern- 
ment considered this point of view all the more justified by reason of the 
probability that the political status and even the frontiers of the Smyrna 
Zone would be considerably modified as the result of the London Con- 
ference. 

3. His Majesty’s Government are of opinion that, whatever the ultimate 
fate of the Smyrna Zone, it would be unreasonable to expect the Hellenic 
Authorities to bear the entire expense of administering this territory, while 
being debarred from collecting the same taxes as were payable under the 
Turkish Law. It is considered therefore that the best solution would be to 
authorize them to collect the taxes as from the date of their occupation, sub- 
ject, however, to an adjustment of receipt and expenditure should the 
ultimate disposition of the territory render this necessary. 

4. I should be glad if you would communicate in this sense with the 
Italian Government and endeavour to obtain their concurrence in this view. 

5. A similar despatch is being addressed to His Majesty’s Ambassador at 
Paris.” 

Iam, &c., 
(For the Secretary of State) 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 
2 Despatch No. 840 of March 22, not printed. 


No. 62 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Recetved March 25, 2.30 p.m.) 


Unnumbered Telegraphic [E 3666/1 /44] 


Personal and secret CONSTANTINOPLE, March 23, 1921, 10.40 a.m. 

Please see my official telegram No. 199.! 

Communication which I made to Sultan was mainly based on your per- 
sonal telegram of March 12th No. 153.7 

Sultan was very emphatic about his personal position. He said pretensions 
of Angora leaders were such that honour and duty to himself and to what he 
had inherited alike forbade submission to them. 

1 Of March 22, not printed. 2 No. 49. 
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If assured of definite support of Great Britain in domestic as distinct from 
foreign affairs he could and would carry on. 

Otherwise his position would be untenable and he must retire. He asked 
me to convey this to your Lordship privately and ask for categorical answer. 
He said that if he could not have support he asked for good-will would 
avail him nothing. France and Italy could get what they wanted from 
Angora but he could not. He felt that he had right to ask assistance of Great 
Britain as being greatest Moslem power in the world. If it were refused he 
would abandon impossible task. In that case he would make a further 
request for such assistance as might be necessary to secure his personal 
liberty and comfort. 

I deprecated hasty action but Sultan was very firm in manner of presenting 
alternatives. I could only promise to comply with his request and report to 
Your Lordship. 

If Sultan’s fears are justified it 1s difficult to see how His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment can help him beyond doing their best to insure his personal safety if he 
should abdicate or be dethroned. Help which he asks for could only take 
shape of throwing all our weight into scale on his side as against Kemalist 
leaders with whom we are ourselves seeking (? compromise). He is probably 
right in thinking present leaders would be glad to supersede him. All I can 
do is to hope that his alarm will subside and in the meanwhile to lose no 
opportunity of preaching that best hope for future of country lies in rally of 
all reasonable elements round throne. This ought to be possible on basis of 
settlement now proposed} but I have little confidence in practical realization 
for I fear that Extremist counsels are still very much in ascendant in Angora. 

I offer these observations on my own account but I should be glad to have 
some message from Your Lordship to convey to Sultan.‘ 


3 See No. 51, n. I. 4 See No. 74, below. 


No. 63 


Lord Hardinge (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received March 23, 6 p.m.) 
No. 160 Telegraphic [E 3613/1 /44} 


Urgent PARIS, March 23, 1921, 2.45 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 125.! 

Monsieur Kammerer states that though convention between French 
Government and Turks was signed in London there yet remains a few 
verbal corrections to make. 

Until these have been made and agreement has been submitted to French 
Parliament documents cannot for reasons of parliamentary etiquette be 
communicated to His Majesty’s Government.? 


1 See No. 60, n. 5. 
2 The text of the agreement, dated March 11, 1921 (see No. 56, n. 3), was communicated 
by Lord Hardinge to the Foreign Office in Paris despatch No. 1003 of April 2, not printed. 
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No. 64 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received March 25, 4 p.m.) 


No. 202 Telegraphic [E 3669 /201 /|44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, March 23, 1921, 3.15 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 159.! 

I informed Minister for Foreign Affairs yesterday that Grand Vizier had 
completely misrepresented what had passed between Your Lordship and him 
regarding customs duties. I explained true facts and I took advantage of 
occasion to press the Minister for Foreign Affairs to get his colleagues to 
agree to immediate institution of 11% ad valorem tariff which would even 
before application provide resources for Turkish exchange. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs was visibly impressed and said that he would 
report our conversation to his colleagues. 


1 The reference is to Foreign Office telegram No. 169 of March 19, not printed. 
2 See Nos. 50 and 55. 


No. 65 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Recetved March 25, 6 p.m.) 
No. 201' Telegraphic [E 3707/132/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, March 23, 1921, 3.20 p.m. 

My telegram No. 198 March 22nd.? 

In discussing modifications of ‘Treaty of Sévres which have been proposed 
to Turks I impressed on Minister for Foreign Affairs in most emphatic 
manner that they owed these modifications entirely to action of His Majesty’s 
Government. I said that solution now proposed was mainly due to sincere 
desire of His Majesty’s Government to satisfy legitimate claims and sus- 
ceptibilities of Turkey, so as to facilitate her recovery from fatal effects of 
her recent policy. I laid stress on preponderant réle played by representa- 
tives of His Majesty’s Government in their suggestions for such a solution. 
The Minister for Foreign Affairs called yesterday evening and stated he had 
come from acting Grand Vizier and from his principal colleagues, as well as 
on his own behalf, to thank His Majesty’s Government for their benevolent 
attitude at recent conference in London. The Turkish Government were well 
aware that they owed proposed modifications in Treaty to action of His 
Majesty’s Government, and they thoroughly appreciated preponderating 
influence which British representatives had exercised in this matter. He 
and his colleagues felt friendship of England was above all necessary to 
Turkey. The Turkish Government wished and hoped to cultivate cordial 
relations with France and Italy, but they felt friendship of England was 


t This telegram was despatched after No. 202 (i.e. No. 64). 2 No. 59. 
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quite disinterested and was therefore of more importance to Turkey than that 
of any other power. 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs went on to say that Izzet Pasha} who has 
just returned from Angora had impressed on nationalists necessity for leaning 
on England and of trying to regain her friendship. These remarks had been 
received (? with sympathy) by some of nationalists. Others however looked 
on England with suspicion and Izzet Pasha attributes this largely to (? bitter- 
ness) caused by deportations of Turks to Malta in early days of armistice.‘ 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs said that proceedings at London Con- 
ference had created an (? atmosphere) favourable to England. If (? political) 
deportees were now released His Majesty’s Government would give a striking 
proof to Turkish nation of their benevolent sentiments. I hinted (? there was 
a) good prospect of release of political deportees in near future.’ 


3 See Nos. 1, 4, 9, and 56. 4 See Vol. XIII, No. 177. 

5 In his telegram No. 156 of March 12, Lord Curzon informed Sir H. Rumbold as 
follows: ‘French have arranged an exchange of prisoners and we have had discussions with 
Bekir Sami for the same purpose. He is prepared to agree on condition that in return for 
British prisoners in Nationalist hands we will release all Turks at Malta except those accused 
of criminal offences.’ On March 16, His Majesty’s Government signed with Bekir Sami 
an agreement for the repatriation of British and Turkish prisoners of war and interned 
civilians. The text of the agreement was forwarded to Sir H. Rumbold in Foreign Office 
telegram No. 171 of March 19, not printed. 


No. 66 


Earl Curzon to Lord Granville (Athens) 


No. 50 Telegraphic [E 5898/143/44] 


Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, March 23, 1921, 9 p.m. 
(Your telegram No. 132).! 

It is quite untrue to suggest that the Greek Government has received any 

encouragement from the British Government to undertake any offensive 


t Of March 2a, not printed. In this telegram Lord Granville had reported: ‘Queen of 
Roumania told me yesterday that King Constantine had said that mobilization was under- 
taken by agreement with His Majesty’s Government.’ According to a record by Sir E. 
Crowe of a conversation with the Italian Ambassador on March 22, Signor de Martino 
had asked whether there was any truth in the statement that the Greek government had 
‘been given to understand that a forward military move on the part of the Greeks at this 
moment had the fullest sympathy of the British government’. Sir E. Crowe replied that 
he could not say what the Greek Minister here might have telegraphed to Athens, but it 
was quite certain that what His Majesty’s Government wished for earnestly was the accep- 
tance by the Greeks and Turks of the proposals put forward by the Allied governments at 
the recent conference, and not a renewed military campaign of which the only certain issue 
was the further removal of a lasting peace. Lord Curzon commented: ‘I am afraid that, 
with the memory of certain intercepts in my mind, I could not have given the emphatic 
assurance of Sir E. Crowe.’ Sir E. Crowe explained: ‘I have assumed that the Greek ac- 
counts were misleading. Sir M. Hankey [Secretary to the Cabinet] told me that it was 
through him that the communication to M. Calogeropoulos passed, and all he said was that 
His Majesty’s Government could not assume the responsibility of preventing the Greeks 
from moving if they were determined to do so.’ 
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operations in Asia Minor. It was made clear to both the Turkish and Greek 
Delegations at the recent Conference in London? that unless and until an 
agreement was reached as to the modification of the Treaty of Sévres on the 
lines proposed by the Principal Allied Powers, those Powers could undertake 
no responsibility for restraining either of the two parties from such move- 
ments as they might consider necessary to secure the safety of their armies, 
and that the responsibility for such movements must rest on those who took 
them. 
Repeated to Paris No. 130, Rome No. 81 and Washington No. 164. 


2 See Vol. XV, Nos. 66 and 69. 


No. 67 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received March 25, 10 p.m.) 
No. 134 Telegraphic (E 3653/143/44) 
ATHENS, March 23, 1921, 10 p.m. 


I saw Acting Minister for Foreign Affairs' and Minister of War and 
Marine? yesterday. Both were in very good spirits and former was most 
accommodating upon all the various questions of minor importance about 
which I spoke to him. Latter told me in strict confidence that advance in 
Asia Minor will take place immediately and read me a long telegram from 
London reporting interview of Monsieur Calegoropoulos and Gounaris with 
Prime Minister on March 18th and March 1oth.3 According to telegram 
Prime Minister had stated that he had warned Turks that if they tried to 
utilise the delay of 25 or 30 days asked for by strengthening their position as 
against Greeks they would be responsible for any resulting bloodshed and he 
had entirely approved of Greek proposal to issue to (? General Staff) message 
to mobilise three classes and make an advance to counteract Turkish con- 
centration. He had also encouraged them to hope to raise money in England 
and had arranged meeting for Gounaris with Chancellor of the Exchequer 
but this was to be kept quite secret. 

Minister of War and Marine expressed considerable discomfort regarding 
position of French military mission, several officers of which are actually at 
the front, in view of French (? agreement with) Kemal. 

Both Ministers talked of enthusiasm in the country for mobilization; I can- 
not say I have seen any and I suspect such enthusiasm as may exist is limited 
to those who are not liable to military service. Veneselists express in con- 
versation and in the press to a certain extent, much anxiety and bewilder- 
ment and ask what these operations are to (? lead to), will Greeks be stopped 

1 M. Baltatzis, Minister of Agriculture. 

2 M.N. Theotokis, Minister of Marine and Acting Minister of War. 

3 In his despatch No. 137 of March 23, not printed, Lord Granville uses the words ‘on 
the 18th or 19th instant’. For the conversation of March 18, see Vol. XV, No. 69, and 
Frangulis, vol. 11, pp. 224-8. 

4 See No. 56, n. 3. 
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by Allies before they have done any good, are they going to fight for the old 
treaty of Sévres or for the new arrangement proposed (your telegram No. 
151 to Constantinople)S’ and more specially where is the money coming 
from; is more paper money to be issued with resultant heavy fall in drachma? 

Outlook inspires me with much anxiety: if Greeks succeed as they say they 
are confident of doing in smashing Kemal very quickly well and good, but 
head of French mission® considers (his opinion may, of course, be biassed) 
that it is folly for them to attempt anything till at least they have received 
reinforcements as though they may have initial success he thinks they cannot 
go any distance. It is also certain that if they have real success their appetite 
will be proportionately whetted. If a success is not crushing and rapid it 
means long and ruinous warfare for both parties which His Majesty’s 
Government (? may be) accused of having encouraged or at least of having 
acquiesced in. Also unsuccessful war might lead to revolution civil war and 
anarchy in Greece inviting attack by Bulgaria and even Serbia with endless 
consequence of Balkan complications. On the other hand it seems obvious 
that Greeks stand better chance now than a month or two hence when Turks 
will be better prepared; Turks are presumably being encouraged if not armed 
by Italians and French (? and it) would be therefore very unfair to stop 
Greeks unless it were possible really to prevent Turks concentrating and pre- 
paring. Could Turkey perhaps be restrained by renewed threat of loss of 
Constantinople? Is there no means of ensuring real French and Italian 
neutrality perhaps through League of Nations? 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


S See No. 50, n. 2. 6 General Gramat. 


No. 68 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Received March 30) 
No. 300 [E 3765/1 /44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, March 23, 1921 
My Lord, 

With reference to my telegram No. 198! of the 22nd instant, I have the 
honour to state that my French and Italian colleagues and myself were re- 
ceived by the Sultan in successive audiences on March aist. It had come to 
my knowledge that the Sultan desired to confer more particularly with 
myself. I therefore availed myself of the opportunity presented by the close 
of the London Conference to propose to my colleagues that we should wait 
on His Majesty with a view to enlist[ing] his support in securing the accep- 
tance by Turkey of the settlement now proposed. I desired for my own part 
also to emphasize the réle played by H.M. Government in the recent negocia- 
tions, and the spirit of conciliation which they in particular had shown 
without seeking any special advantages for themselves. 


1 The reference, which is corrected in the Confidential Print, is to Constantinople tele- 
gram No. 199, not printed. 


87 


2. The Sultan kept me for 2} hours. I was accompanied by Mr. Ryan.? 
His Majesty again preferred that no other person should be present. He 
dismissed his own attendant at the outset of the audience, and asked Mr. 
Ryan to interpret. The Sultan was even more than usually clear and 
emphatic in explaining his main ideas, but he repeated himself and inter- 
rupted frequently. The present record will therefore give a full account of 
what passed without attempting to follow the exact order of the conversation. 

3. I had prepared a memorandum of what I particularly wished to say to 
His Majesty. I enclose a copy of this paper,3 a Turkish version of which was 
read by Mr. Ryan, after I had stated by way of preface that I considered the 
moment particularly opportune for an exchange of views with His Majesty, 
in view of the new turn which events had taken as a result of the London 
Conference. 

4. The Sultan listened attentively to the memorandum, the importance of 
which he recognised. He asked to be allowed to keep a copy of it for his 
personal use. He said his memory was defective and there were points 
which would require consultation with his Ministers. He assured me that if 
I left the paper with him I could rely entirely on his secrecy. I said I had no 
instructions to make any written communication, but I consented to leave 
the memorandum with His Majesty in full reliance on his discretion, and on 
the distinct understanding that the communication I had made was still to 
be regarded as a purely verbal one. 

5. Though the Sultan thus showed his sense of the importance of the 
communication, I found him completely preoccupied with the internal 
situation and his own position. He said he had expressed a desire to meet me 
because he realized that matters were entering on a new phase which would 
react enormously on the situation in Turkey. He had desired the meeting 
to take place earlier because he thought that events would move very quickly. 
Definite developments had not come as soon as he expected, and he would 
still like to give me his personal views of what had happened. He produced 
three telegrams addressed by Moustafa Kemal to Tewfik Pasha on Jan[uary] 
28th and 2oth, in the course of the correspondence arising out of the invita- 
tion to the London Conference. I found that the telegrams were among those 
which had been published and which I had the honour to forward to Your 
Lordship in translation some little time ago. The Sultan said that they 
represented, photographically as it were, the mentality of the Angora leaders. 
They constituted an attempt to compromise the throne and to reduce its 
authority. The suggestion regarding his Civil List in the last telegram was 
definitely insulting. These telegrams were the answer of Angora to tem- 
perate communications from Constantinople. The last was such that no 
answer could be or had been returned by his Government. 

6. I observed that the communication which I had made showed clearly 
the attitude of H.M. Government regarding the Sultan’s person and throne. 


2 Mr. A. Ryan had been promoted to the rank of Chief Dragoman at Constantinople 
on January 1, 1921. 
3 Not printed. 4 See No. 34, n. 7. 
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I assured him that the desire of H.M. Government was to see Turkey united 
under him as its sovereign. 

7. The Sultan expressed gratitude for the regard shown for himself and his 
position. He said, however, that the situation in Asia Minor was this. A 
handful of brigands had established complete ascendancy. They were few 
in number, but they had got a strangle-hold on the people as a whole, 
profiting by their submissiveness, their timidity, or their penury. Their 
strength lay in the backing of 16,000 military officers who were concerned 
for their own future personal interests. He admitted that a man like Bekir 
Sami Bey was reasonable, but those who had sent him to London were 
entirely chauvinistic. 

8. I expressed the hope that on the new basis created by the London 
conversations it would be possible to rally all well-disposed elements in the 
country into a single whole under the guidance of His Majesty. 

g. The Sultan said that he agreed as to the main principle, but that he 
could not agree as regards details. The Angora leaders were men without 
any real stake in this country, with which they had no connection of blood 
or anything else. Moustafa Kemal was a Macedonian revolutionary of 
unknown origin. His blood might be anything, Bulgarian, Greek or Serbian, 
for instance. He looked rather like a Serbian! Bekir Sami was a Circassian. 
They were all the same, Albanians, Circassians, anything but Turkish. There 
was not a real Turk among them. He and his Government were nevertheless 
powerless before them. The hold was such that there was no means of access 
to the real Turks, even by way of propaganda. The real Turks were loyal to 
the core but they were intimidated, or they were hoodwinked by fantastic 
misrepresentations like the story of his own captivity. These brigands were 
the men who sought his submission. They looked for external support, and 
found it in the Bolsheviks. The Bolsheviks were now close up against the 
Turkish frontier. The Angora leaders were still playing with them. They 
might discover and regret too late that they had brought on Turkey the fate 
of Azerbaijan. Moslem Turks could have no truck with Bolshevism, for it 
was incompatible with their religion, but if it were imposed on them by 
force, what then? 

10. I repeated that H.M. Government desired unity in Turkey on the 
lines I had indicated. Their desire to see representatives from Angora in the 
Turkish Delegation was based on a wish to bring Angora into touch with 
realities. A man living on the top of a mountain quickly lost touch with the 
world of fact. H.M. Government wished that Angora should see through the 
eyes of its delegates in a Western milieu what the true situation was. 

11. The Sultan said he knew his Mustafa Kemal well. You might set 
him down in London for 20 or 30 years. Replace him on the top of his 
mountain for 24 hours, and he would at once revert to type. His Majesty 
said there was no hope whatsoever that Angora would accept the London 
settlement. The leaders there would prefer to carry on their movement. He 

S Azerbaijan was invaded by Bolshevik troops on April 27, 1920, and became a Soviet 
Republic from that date. See Vol. XII, Nos. 548 and 550. 
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quoted the Turkish proverb which says that ‘the wolf loves the air of a fog’. 
Izzet Pasha and his colleagues had returned from the interior.6 He had seen 
the three chief members of Izzet Pasha’s Mission collectively. They had been 
a little shy perhaps of talking quite openly before each other. Nevertheless 
the general information they gave was most discouraging. He doubted 
whether if a Mission had been sent to Moscow it would have been treated 
with so much contumely as Izzet Pasha’s Mission had been treated in 
Angora. 

12. The Sultan consulted a short memorandum of five numbered points 
to which he said he wished to draw my particular attention. They were as 
follows :— 


1. 


lV. 


The Caliphate was in principle conferred by the procedure called 
Bei’at or rendering of homage. It was possible that the Angora leaders 
would set up a Caliph of their own and compel a semblance of the 
formal rendering of homage, which was the mark of acceptance by the 
people. 


. The rule of succession in his dynasty invested all the male descendants 


of the Imperial House with a right to the reversion of the throne. The 
Angora leaders were capable of taking advantage of that fact to set up 
some junior member of his house as Sultan. 


. The connection between the Sultanate and the Caliphate was that of 


two complementary parts of a single whole. The Caliphate was not like 
the Papacy. Temporal power was an adjunct essential to its complete- 
ness. The pretention of the Angora leaders to transfer all temporal 
power in Turkey to their own Government was likely to be followed by 
a transference of the Caliphate. It might be vested in some Prince 
set up as Sultan, or, failing that, some Sherif or such like with a 
semblance of the qualification of power. 

The removal of the Caliphate from Constantinople would be fraught 
with disastrous consequences. He was not speaking now of his own 
position, but of the general interest of Europe. If the Caliphate were 
taken Eastward from a place in which it was under control, it would 
become an instrument in the hands of uncontrollable elements, ‘the 
wolves who loved the air of a fog’. 


. The financial situation of the Constantinople Government rendered it 


completely powerless. Even here the bulk of the people were under 
the influence of fear or poverty. Officials were flying to the Interior 
from the destitution to which they had been reduced here. Tewfik 
Pasha reported that Your Lordship had shown a benevolent spirit in 
regard to the financial situation, but had said that a definite result 
must depend on his (the Grand Vizier’s) further conversations in 
Paris. 


13. I noted the Sultan’s first four points without discussion. As regards 
the fifth, I said that my French colleague and I were exerting ourselves 


6 See No. 65. 
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equally to bring about a settlement of certain outstanding questions of money 
claimed by the Turkish Government, notably those with the Tobacco Régie, 
with the Eastern Telegraph Company, and with the French Government in 
respect of monies obtained from the Turkish Treasury early in the Armistice. 
I agreed with an interpolation of the Sultan that relief from such sources 
would be transitory, but observed that a settlement of the Customs question 
would give relief of a more lasting kind. I explained briefly the controversy 
which was delaying this settlement and intimated that the abandonment of 
the Allied objection to the maintenance of the consumption duties should 
facilitate the settlement on a basis which the Allies had throughout proposed, 
namely a return to the ad valorem system.’ 

14. The Sultan said he was not an expert in finance. There was evidently 
some misunderstanding about the Customs question, which could only be 
cleared up by the return of Tewfik Pasha. The fact which impressed him was 
the penury which reigned. The situation was such that his Government had 
lost its head. The last Government had lost its head completely. The 
present Government was no better off, and was moreover subject to occult 
influences.® 

15. The Sultan went on to speak more particularly about matters touching 
his personal position. He said that a change of Government might have to be 
faced on Tewfik Pasha’s return. He had full confidence in Tewfik Pasha, 
and had no desire to part with him. Tewfik Pasha was, however, an old 
man. He might find his position untenable or he might wish to resign for 
personal reasons. His Majesty referred to his own position as being one of 
complete helplessness and isolation, and referred to conversations with my 
predecessor in which he had for[e]shadowed such a situation. He was asked 
to make his submission to a handful of rebels. He was prepared to make any 
personal sacrifice, but he could not sacrifice his honour, imperil his heritage, 
or compromise the interests of his throne by a submission so shameful. He 
indeed desired unity, but it could only be on the basis of submission of the 
rebels to the lawful authority, and yet he found himself completely impotent 
to assert that authority. 

16. In this part of the conversation the Sultan spoke to me with great 
frankness and intimacy of the situation as it affected his own person. I fear 
I was able to give him very little comfort. I could only thank him before 
withdrawing for the great confidence he had reposed in me. 

I have, &c., 
Horace RuMBOLD 


7 See Nos. 50 and 55. 8 Note on original: ‘Angora’. 
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No. 69 


Str G. Buchanan (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Received March 25, 7.10 p.m.) 
No. 84 Telegraphic (E 4699/1 /44) 
Confidential ROME, March 24, 1921, 4 p.m. 


My telegram No. 80." 

I have received following reply from Minister for Foreign Affairs as to 
private letter which I sent him yesterday. 

Begins. 

I hasten to inform you for Lord Curzon’s personal information that 
agreement concluded in London with delegation of Government of Angora 
establishes principle of Italian-Turkish economic collaboration with right 
to priority for Italians in regard to economic concessions in sandjaks of 
Adalia, Bu[l]dur, Mugla, Isparta and partly in sandjaks of Afium Kara Hisar, 
Kutaia, Aidin and Konia, that is in a zone corresponding to zone defined by 
Tripartite Agreement.? It also provides that mineral concessionaires of 
Heraclea will be granted to an Italian—Turkish group and speaking generally 
that participation of Ottoman capital (? in these) undertakings will be 
invoked as much as possible. 

Finally it is agreed that a technical agreement on basis of above mentioned 
principles will be signed when Turkey has accepted and concluded a definite 
peace. 

I should have no difficulty in sending you text of agreement were it not 
that parliamentary reasons and fact that it in no way amounts to real and 
special international act prevent me from doing so; it only amounts to 
a friendly understanding on principles arrived at between myself and Bekir 
Sami Bey in order to establish more satisfactorily from this time forward 
basis and methods of procedure of Italian action in zone which Tripartite 
Agreement? reserves for our economic priority. 

I beg Under Secretary of State therefore to consider present communica- 
tion as confidential and also to communicate it to Lord Curzon in a confiden- 
tial manner. 


! This telegram of March 33, not printed, was a reply to Foreign Office telegram No. 72 
of March 22 to Rome (see No. 60, n. 5). Sir G. Buchanan stated: ‘I presumed at time of 
signature of this agreement that as it was concluded at London Your Lordship would be 
already aware of it.’ He went on to give the text of a Stephani Agency communication 
from London, which was published in Italian newspapers on March 15, concerning the 
agreement. Finally he reported that he had asked Count Sforza for a copy of the Agreement. 

2 See No. 17, n. 4. 


Q2 


No. 70 


Earl Curzon to Lord Hardinge (Parts) 
No. 134 Telegraphic: by bag [E 3708/22/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, March 24, 1921 


In view of the apparently imminent outbreak of hostilities between Greek 
and Turkish forces in Asia Minor and of the measures about to be taken by 
the French Government with regard to the remains of Wrangel’s armies! 
General Harington has telegraphed? once more representing the critical 
situation in which the allied forces in Constantinople might find themselves in 
certain very possible contingencies. The War Office have warned a battalion 
at Malta to stand in readiness to be transported to Constantinople in case 
urgent reinforcement is required. 

Your Excellency should bring this conjuncture of events to the notice of 
the French Government and endeavour once more to induce them to 
acquiesce in the immediate assumption by General Harington of the supreme 
command of the allied forces in Constantinople.3 


' For the evacuation from the Crimea of the forces of General Wrangel, the White 
Russian leader, see Vol. XII, Nos. 824, 829, and 831. See also Vol. XIII, No. 174. 

2 In his telegram No. 83 of March 23 to the War Office, General Harington reported: 
‘According to information received from my staff officer at Brusa, General Papoulas states 
general offensive begins today. ... I am informed by British High Commissioner that, 
according to report received from Greek High Commissioner, an advance to Thrace is 
contemplated by Russians in Gallipoli. ... I doubt it but when I hear from French will 
report fully. Russians tell me French have issued orders to their camps that food will 
cease on April 1st unless Russians either, 


A return to Russia as refugees 

B go to Brazil 

c find work 

D join foreign legion. 

If this is so we may expect trouble especially from Gallipoli and Chartalja [sic] camps... . 
I shall not ask for help unless forced but I think Malta might be warned to put a battalion 
at short anchor. Both Generals Pellé and Charpy say that they would put their troops 
(? under) me in case of trouble.’ 

In transmitting this telegram to the Foreign Office, the Director of Military Intelligence 
stated: ‘As Sir Eyre Crowe will remember, the Chief of the Imperial General Staff referred 
to this telegram in the conversation between Sir Henry Wilson and himself this afternoon. 
As Sir Henry Wilson explained, he views the situation at Constantinople with some anxiety 
and hopes that Sir Eyre Crowe will explain it fully to the French Government in order 
that they may see the absolute necessity for a united Command at Constantinople under 
Lieutenant General Sir Charles Harington.’ 

3 See No. 57. 
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No. 71 


Letter from Mr. Oliphant to the Greek Chargé d’ Affaires 
[E 3605/143/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, March 24, 1921 
Sir, 

In reply to your Note of the 23rd March,' requesting that the 11th Greek 
Division? may be withdrawn from Allied and re-transferred to Greek com- 
mand on the ground that the security of the Greek forces is menaced by 
hostile concentrations, I am directed by Earl Curzon of Kedleston to inform 
you that it is of course impossible for His Majesty’s Government to deny the 
right of the Greek Government to resume control over its own troops. His 
Majesty’s Government have accordingly issued orders? to General Sir C. 
Harington to comply with the Greek demand. His Majesty’s Government 
desire, however, to make it quite clear that, in these circumstances, all 
responsibility for or connection with this division on their part ceases hence- 
forth from the moment it passes from Sir C. Harington’s command. 

I have, &c., 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 


! Not printed. 

2 The 11th Greek division, or Manissa division, which was under Allied command, was 
based on Ismid. In a memorandum of March a1, not printed, copies of which were com- 
municated by M. Rizo-Rangabé to the Foreign Office, the War Office, and the Prime 
Minister, it was stated that General Papoulas, the Greek Commander-in-Chief, was 
‘insisting upon the urgent necessity of combining the action of the 11th Greek division 
with the general operations of the Greek Army, so that, while covering, as hitherto, the 
Ismid front, it may, at the same time, continue to safeguard the left flank of the Greek 
Army’. In a conversation with Mr. Vansittart, Mr. Rizo-Rangabé explained that ‘the 
present idea was that the Ismid Division should advance as far as the Sakaria River’. 

3 In a telegram from C.I.G.S., No. 88321 of March 24. This ran: ‘Approval has been 
given to proposal that the 11th Greek Division should revert to the Greek command and 
that the town and port of Ismid with the communications between the town and the 
11th Division should be handed over to the Greek Commander-in-Chief. 

“The necessary arrangements will therefore be made by you immediately. 

‘Possibly the Greeks will merely ask for the Division and say nothing about Ismid, but 
it is essential that you should hand over the town with the Division telling them if necessary 
that it is impossible for the control of the Division and the port on which it is based to 
be separated. 

“You should arrange, in handing over, some line of demarcation between your area and 
the Greek area. It should be west of Ismid and extend from the southern to the northern 
shore of the Peninsula. It is not desired that the whole of the Ismid Peninsula should be 
handed over as to do so would give the Greeks control of the approaches to Constantinople 
which would be undesirable both from a defence and political point of view. Report line 
you select. 

“You should also bear in mind the necessity of including in your area the best tactical 
line covering the straits which could be held by your available forces in case of emergency 
though it is hoped that the Greek operations will automatically cover the peninsula as 
explained in earlier telegram. Endeavour to induce the Greeks [to] free you from all Greek 
entanglements by removing their single battalion near Constantinople from your area and 
from your command.’ 
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No. 72 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Recetved March 26, 9.15 p.m.) 


No. 210 Telegraphic [E 3672/143/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, March 25, 1921, 11 p.m. 


I have received a note from Minister for Foreign Affairs protesting formally 
against the Greek offensive! of which Porte has learned with pained surprise 
through an official communiqué in local press. 

Note states that this unjustifiable aggression occurs at moment when Allies 
are endeavouring to find a peaceful solution for Eastern question, and is 
calculated seriously to complicate situation and to lead to gravest conse- 
quences. It requests me to draw His Mayjesty’s Government’s serious atten- 
tion to these facts and to Porte’s protest against conduct of Greek Government 
which must bear entire responsibility for its eventual results.? 

Repeated to [Athens] No. 33. 

1 In his telegram No. 96 of March 24 to the War Office, General Harington reported: 
‘Yesterday Greeks advanced 30 kilometres east of Ushak, at the same time line north and 
south through Yenisher reached by Greeks from Brusa: little opposition.’ 

2 Lord Curzon replied in his telegram No. 193 of March 31: ‘Identical protest has been 
lodged by the Turkish Chargé d’Affaires here and has been formally acknowledged. You 
should simply acknowledge receipt.’ 


No. 73 


Sir H, Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received March 26, 11.30 p.m.) 


No. 214 Telegraphic (E 3675/143/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, March 26, 1921, 4.45 p.m. 


Question has arisen in connection with utilisation by Greeks for their 
military operations of Turkish railways in Asia Minor which are under 
control of Inter-Allied Railway Commission. 

General Officer Commanding-in-Chief in view of instructions from War 
Office having given directions that all rolling stock on Anatolian railways 
from Haidar Pasha should be removed behind Guebze within British sphere 
and having my views on attitude to be adopted on Smyrna railways I con- 
sulted my French and Italian colleagues. 

It was agreed that in view of fact that Greek operations are in no way 
countenanced by Allies and more particularly of orders already given by 
General Harington in respect of Anatolian railway only logical course to 
adopt would be to withhold as far as possible all facilities on Smyrna railways 
to Greek military operations against Nationalists. 

Inter-Allied Railway Commission are instructing administration of the two 
railways concerned accordingly. Line to Ushak principally affected (Cassaba 
railway) is French company but Aidin railway is a British company concern. 
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My colleagues and I considered refusal of facilities in principle was the 
only course to be followed in present struggle if appearance of favouring one 
side or the other was to be avoided. They are telegraphing in this sense to 
their Governments. 

It will, of course, be open to Greek military authorities to requisition 
Smyrna railways which lie in district under their military occupation. 

Repeated to Athens No. 34 and Smyrna No. 20. 


No. 74 


Earl Curzon to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 190 Telegraphic [E 3666/1 /44] 
Confidential FOREIGN OFFICE, March 29, 1921, 9 p.m. 

Your telegram personal and secret of March 2g3rd.! 

Your Excellency may assure Sultan that His Majesty’s Government con- 
tinue their friendly interest in the maintenance of His Majesty’s position as 
sovereign of Turkey and Moslem Khalif. But it is not in their power to 
ensure that his authority receives the loyal support of all his subjects. In so 
far as the attitude of the Angora Government towards him has been based on 
disadvantages imposed on Turkey under the Treaty of Sévres, His Majesty’s 
Government have shown themselves ready and anxious to ease the situation 
by offering very substantial concessions. They cannot go further than they 
have done, but they will give their full diplomatic support to any regime in 
Turkey which loyally accepts revised terms, and they will cooperate for the 
re-organization of effective Government. But in order that this may be 
possible, His Majesty’s Government rely on the Sultan to make every effort 
to establish harmony between political parties in his dominions and to set an 
example of energy and devotion to public duty. To remain inactive and 
retire before forces of disorder and disintegration would not only be confes- 
sion of personal failure, but would be calculated, in present circumstances, 
to undermine altogether the position of the Turkish State and the Khalifat, 
which the Sultan is called upon by his high office to defend and maintain. 


1 No. 62. 


No. 75 


Earl Curzon to Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 
No. 96 Telegraphic [E 3654/3654/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, Afarch 29, 1921, II p.m. 


Your Excellency’s telegram No. 84 (of March 24th).! 
I should be glad if Your Excellency would take an opportunity of saying to 
Count Sforza verbally that it is to me a matter of sincere regret that in regard 


1 No. 69. 
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to an agreement of such importance with an enemy, one of the allies should 
pursue independent negotiations without giving their full confidence to their 
partners in the alliance. I have just remonstrated with the French Govern- 
ment? for pursuing a similar policy of concealment as regards their agree- 
ment with the Angora Government. 

The Italian Government should meanwhile understand that His Majesty’s 
Government on their part must decline to recognize or conform their own 
attitude to any agreement made by their allies with one of their common 
enemies with the clauses of which they are not made fully acquainted. 


2 See No. 76, below. 


No. 76 


Earl Curzon to Lord Hardinge (Paris) 
No. 138 Telegraphic: by bag [E 3613/1/44}' 
FOREIGN OFFICE, March 29, 1921 


Your Lordship’s tel. No. 160 of March 23.2 

I cannot conceal my surprise at the statement made by M. Kammerer that 
the French agreement with the Angora government cannot be communi- 
cated to H.M.G. before it is laid before the Chambers, and I am reluctant to 
believe that it represents the considered view of the French government. 

The allied heads of government have met in conference to decide upon 
a common policy in dealing with the Turkish situation created by the re- 
fusal of the Angora government to become a party to the acceptance of the 
treaty of Sévres. The conference agreed upon certain modifications of the 
treaty which have been put before the governments both at Constantinople 
and at Angora, as well as that of Athens.3 

Taking advantage of the presence of the Angora delegates in London, the 
French government simultaneously negotiated a separate agreement with 
them, outside the conference. H.M.G. would have thought it natural that in 
the circumstances the French government should have frankly informed them 
of the course and the result of these separate negotiations. The French 
government have not thought fit to do so, and I therefore did not press them, 
until I learnt from the newspapers that the agreement contained provisions 
conflicting with portions of the treaty of Sévres which the allies have not 
proposed to modify, and also with the tripartite agreement.* 

If M. Kammerer has correctly represented the view of his government, 
I find it difficult to reconcile their attitude with the ordinary canons of loyal 
cooperation which have hitherto inspired the common policy of the allies, and 
it augurs ill for the spirit in which the French government will interpret their 
obligations to their partner in the alliance if such a want of confidence is to 
become a general practice and be erected into a principle. 


! The draft only of this telegram has been preserved in the Foreign Office archives. 
2 No. 63. 3 See No. 51, n. 1. 4 See No. 37, n. 5. 
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I venture to think that if in analogous circumstances H.M.G. had made 
a separate treaty with one of the enemies, and refused to disclose its terms to 
their allies until it had been approved by parliament, the French govern- 
ment would not have been slow to give clear expression to their astonishment. 

At any rate, the answer of the Quai d’Orsay leaves me no choice but to 
protest against the conclusion of a secret pact by one of the allies with one of 
their common enemies. 

I leave it to your Lordship’s discretion to make a representation to the 
French government in such form as may appear to you most judicious in the 
circumstances. 


No. 77 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Received Apnil 1, 4 p.m.) 
No. 221 Telegraphic [E 3916/22/44) 


CONSTANTINOPLE, March 30, 1921, 12.40 p.m. 


I have received from General Harington a letter’ in which he asks me, if 
I think fit, to discuss with my colleagues the question of his assuming allied 
command forthwith. 

He raises the point because in his opinion the military situation here 1s 
now sufficiently serious to warrant the limited forces of the Allies being 
under one command, and draws attention to the fact that the allied re- 
sources have been reduced by the withdrawal of the Greek division? from his 
command at a time when there are increased possibilities of disturbances. 

He emphasizes: 


(a) the unrest prevalent amongst the Turks and Greeks in Constantinople 
following on the resumption of hostilities in Asia Minor; 

(6) Position of Russian refugees and Wrangel’s army;? 

(c) Georgian situation ;4 

(d) Activities of Bolshevik and other (? anarchistic) organisations here. 


General Harington does not anticipate serious disorder, but feels that he 
cannot afford to ignore the possibilities of the situation and considers that it 
would be militarily unsound that he should be unable to make his dispositions 
and act, in case of emergency, without the full control of all allied resources 
which a united command would give him. 

He lays stress on the fact that he has received every courtesy from the 
allied services generally and is sure that he could count on their ready 
co-operation in so far as their orders would allow them to lend it, but he 
contends that this does not afford him a sufficiently certain basis for military 
action. 


1 Of March 29, not printed. 2 See No. 72. 3 See No. 70, n. 1. 

4 See Vol. XII, Nos. 659-62. At the beginning of March, 1921, the situation in Georgia 
had again become critical and, on March 10, Mustafa Kemal used this as an excuse to 
occupy the port and town of Batum. His Turkish troops were expelled a few days later by 
a Bolshevik Georgian army. 
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I have informed General Harington that I think it better not to raise this 
question with my colleagues before learning Your Lordship’s views, particu- 
larly as I anticipate that they would be unable to do more than refer the 
matter to their Governments. 

I am in entire agreement with General Harington as to the expediency of 
his being invested with the command of all the allied troops in Constantinople. 


S Lord Curzon replied in his telegram No. 204 of April 5: ‘It seems useless for you to 
take question up unless you can induce your French Colleague to send a recommendation 
to Paris. Meanwhile we are bringing all possible pressure on the French Government.’ 


No. 78 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon 


No. 148 (C 7235/20/19] 
ATHENS, March 31, 1921 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to report that Monsieur Calogeropoulos returned from 
his mission to London on the 28th instant and that Monsieur Gounaris is 
expected on the 4th or 5th proximo. Monsieur Calogeropoulos was given an 
official reception at Piraeus and Monsieur Baltazzi, Acting Minister for 
Foreign Affairs, in a speech of welcome, declared that ‘no Prime Minister of 
Greece had ever returned from a diplomatic mission abroad bringing back 
with him so many victories and laurels’! Monsieur Calogeropoulos was re- 
ceived the next morning by the King to report on his mission and then took 
a week’s leave of absence to recover from his fatigue—and also perhaps to 
avoid resuming the Presidency of the Council before Monsieur Gounaris’s 
return. It is obvious that a reconstruction and completion of the Ministry 
must then take place, as almost all the Ministers are now in charge of two 
departments with fatal results to efficiency. It is generally assumed that 
Monsieur Gounaris, now that he has been received in London and Paris and 
may therefore be considered to be more or less whitewashed,' will take the 
Presidency of the Council himself; on the other hand some people believe that 
his dislike of responsibility is such that he may prefer to keep Monsieur 
Calogeropoulos as a figurehead. In any case he will certainly keep the 
Ministry of War. Monsieur Baltazzi told me this morning that he rather 
expected to remain Minister for Foreign Affairs as Monsieur Calogeropoulos 
did not care for that Ministry and preferred that of Finance which he would 
probably have. Rumour says that Monsieur Protopapadakis will certainly 
leave the Ministry of Finance and that he is very unpopular and may leave 
the Government altogether. Monsieur Jean Rhallys is expected to return to 


! After the fall of the Venizelist Government in March, 1915, M. Gounaris had become 
Prime Minister and later, as Minister of the Interior, he had been the real head of the 
Skouloudis Cabinet of November 1915—June 1916. When King Constantine was expelled 
in 1917, M. Gounaris was exiled to Corsica. 
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the Cabinet, but I do not know to what Ministry, as I think Monsieur 
Theotokis will almost certainly keep the Ministry of Marine.? 

The news of the capture of Afium Karahissar, which was announced 
unofficially in Athens 24 hours before the official news was published, 
caused great joy and was followed almost immediately by a report which 
gained general credence that Eskishehr had also been taken. When this 
turned out not to be true and it became known that a desperate battle was 
raging which must, I fear, mean very heavy losses, the disappointment which 
must have been felt was very successfully hidden. Monsieur Baltazzi and 
Monsieur Theotokis, the only two Ministers I have seen, both concealed any 
anxiety which they may feel and expressed complete confidence that Eski- 
shehr would fall in a day or two; and all the papers, of all parties except the 
Socialist, take the same line, talk of Eskishehr as being on the point of capture 
and avoid any reference to the question of casualties. I gather from my 
French colleague’s? conversation that General Gramat* feels very consider- 
able anxiety as to whether the Greek troops in that sector are strong enough 
in numbers to be able to stand the very heavy toll that must be being taken 
and whether they may not be obliged to retire to Broussa, which would be 
a terrible blow. 

I have not yet been able to get any definite or reliable information as to 
the relative success of the mobilization of the three classes; men connected 
with the Government assure one that it is completely successful, one Veni- 
zelist journalist told a member of my staff that not more than 25% of the 
contingents had presented themselves, and the general impression would 
appear to be that it has only been moderately successful. I fancy the truth is 
that men have presented themselves well in towns where it was difficult to 
escape but not in remote districts. In Crete the men appear to have declared 
that they would not serve except under Venizelist Officers. 

There is still much talk of the King going to the front and it is stated in the 
Press that he is only waiting for Monsieur Gounaris’s return before doing so; 
I imagine His Majesty is waiting more especially for a certainty of victory. 

As was certain from the first, the initial success at Afiun Karahissar and 
the expected capture of Eskishehr have already had the effect of whetting 
the Greek appetite. The papers are full of articles pointing out that if Greece 
has been left to fight out her quarrel with the Turks by herself and with her 
own resources, she is no longer the mandatory of the Powers and liable to 
be checked at any moment by their orders: she is now fighting to settle the 
question once and for all and the Treaty of Sévres will indeed require 
modification, but in her favour. Constantinople is freely and openly talked 
of, and it is no doubt a sign of the trend of public opinion that there have been 


2 M. Kalogeropoulos resigned on April 8. M. Gounaris became President of the Council 
and Minister of Justice. Those filling other ministries were: M. N. Theotokis, War; 
M. Protopapadakis, Finance; M. I. Rhallis, National Economy; M. Baltatzis, Foreign 
Affairs. 

3 M. de Billy. 

4 Head of the French Military Mission to Greece. 
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rumours in Athens that the Greeks in Constantinople had started a revolu- 
tion and also that Greek troops from Ismidt were marching on the town. 

On the other hand a good deal of nervousness and anxiety is apparent 
regarding a possible danger of attacks on Thrace and Macedonia by the 
Bulgarians or Serbians or both. The temptation to both Bulgarians and 
Serbs to take the opportunity when Greece is so fully occupied in Asia 
Minor to seize Thrace and Salonika respectively is obvious; I have not seen 
any definite reports of activities on the part of Bulgar bands or troops, but 
there was a report that there were 50,000 Serbian troops concentrated at 
Monastir. The Serbian Minister has indignantly denied this to the Press 
and has, I believe, said that the report was absurd as they had only 15,000 
troops at Monastir; as a matter of fact, as I understand that there is at this 
moment only one Greek regiment scattered throughout Macedonia, 15,000 
men would presumably be ample to seize Salonika. One can only hope that 
the S.H.S. Government is too busy at present setting their house in order to 
embark on adventures of this nature. Another danger about which the 
Greeks are very anxious is presented by General Wrangel’s troops in the 
Gallipoli peninsula. Monsieur Baltazzi mentioned this to me the other day 
and expressed the greatest anxiety; he understood that the French were 
going to cease feeding these Russians from today,® he seemed to think that 
they were still armed, and he feared that when they found no more food in 
the Peninsula they might invade Thrace in search of it. My French Colleague 
assured me that all the Russians are disarmed except a very small number 
who act as police and Sir Horace Rumbold explained to Your Lordship in 
his telegram No. 218,7 referring to my Telegram No. 145,8 that the French 
will only cease feeding these Russians on the 24th of April. That certainly 
gives a respite of three weeks but the danger of this large body of hungry 
and desperate men is certainly a very serious one, whether it is greater for 
Constantinople or for Thrace. 

I have only noticed one reference in the Press to the action of the British 
Military Authorities in forbidding the use by the Greeks of the rolling stock 
of the Haidar Pasha Railway (See Sir H. Rumbold’s Telegram No. 214 of 
26th March) ;9 the newspaper in question remarked that though this decision 
was a disagreeable one for the Greeks, the extreme correctness of British 
neutrality which was thus displayed should have a useful effect as an example 
to the French and Italians. I have not seen any direct accusations against 
the French of helping Mustapha Kemal, except with regard to the Cilicia 
agreement,!° but all the papers state categorically that the Italians have 
supplied and are still supplying arms and ammunition and equipment to the 
Turks, and, when the Italian Legation issued an official démenti, they said 
that that only showed that the supply was made by private enterprize and 
not by the Government. A reliable Englishman was in an Italian steamer 
which touched at Adalia some five weeks ago and he saw large numbers of 


S The Serbo-Croat-Slovene Government. 6 See No. 70, nn. 1 and 2. 
7 Of March 3g, not printed. 8 Of March 28, not printed. 
9 No. 73. 10 See No. 56, n. 3. 
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cases being landed which were marked ‘Angora’ and which looked to his 
civilian eyes like military stores. 
I am forwarding a copy of this despatch to His Majesty’s High Commis- 
sioner at Constantinople. 
I have, &c., 
GRANVILLE 


No. 79 


Earl Curzon to Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 
No. r10 Telegraphic [E 4100/132/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, April 2, 1921, 12 noon 


My immediately preceding telegram! (text of agreement for exchange of 
prisoners). 

Bekir Sami? has telegraphed to us direct protesting against non-delivery in 
Italy of a first batch of Turkish prisoners. 

Everything at Malta is ready for their immediate despatch, but it is quite 
a question whether in view of cutting of communications by Greeks and of 
wide dispersal of our prisoners over Anatolia, Angora Government with the 
best will would be physically able to fulfil their part of the bargain. Please 
therefore inform Bekir Sami that whenever his Government are able to 
deliver a British prisoner into safe hands in any Turkish port and notify his 
name to Sir H. Rumbold, three Turkish prisoners will be delivered at same 
port with least possible delay. 

Confidential. Sir H. Rumbold and General Harington both apprehend 
that Angora Government may refuse to honour Bekir Sami’s agreement. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 2o1. 

1 In this telegram, No. 109 of April 2, not printed, the Foreign Office had communicated 
to Sir G. Buchanan the text of the Agreement with Bekir Sami for an exchange of prisoners 
(see No. 65, n. 5). 


2 Bekir Sami Bey was staying in Rome on his way back from the London Conference 
of February 18—March 18. 


No. 80 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Recetved April 5, 11.40 a.m.) 


No. 233 Telegraphic [E 4053/2450/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, April 2, 1921, 4.55 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 179.! 
I sent on (? March 28th) to Minister for Foreign Affairs memorandum of 
facts as reported by Greeks. Having regard to position as between (? Porte) 
1 This telegram, dated March 33, ran as follows: ‘Greek Chargé d’ Affaires calls attention 
to privations of Greek refugees from Meander valley. 5,000 are said to survive on Eghirdir 


island. Information of further persecution of Greeks on Black Sea especially at Kerasund 
has also been received from late Patriarch [Dorotheos]. Please make strong representations 
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and Angora I preferred not to mention latter in writing but memorandum 
was accompanied by strong verbal representations based on your telegram. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs replied with bitter counter accusations against 
Greeks but promised to do his best. He pointed out that Angora completely 
rejected authority of Constantinople Government. Most that could be done 
would be to approach de facto Government there tactfully. He doubted, 
moreover, whether message could be got through at all as apart from 
probability of Greeks having already cut telegraph lines it was doubtful 
whether telegraph offices under Nationalists’ control would accept messages 
from Constantinople Government. 

This reply is only too justified by facts of situation. I have no hope of 
effecting anything by representations to Central Government on behalf of 
Greeks in Nationalist territory especially in view of recent military develop- 
ments. 

As regards Angora delegates see my telegram No. 220.? 


to the Porte for conveyance to Angora and have both complaints brought to attention of 
Angora delegates on their way through Constantinople. You may add that His Majesty’s 
Government are investigating Turkish complaints of Greek methods in Thrace.’ 

2 Of March 30, not printed. In it Sir H. Rumbold reported that the Nationalist delega- 
tion were returning to Angora via Adalia. In a minute of April 6 on the telegram here 
printed Mr. Osborne commented: ‘We have just told both the Greeks and Bekir Sami that 
until they can restrain their own people from outrages it is useless to protest to us.’ 


No. 81 


Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Received April 4, 5.55 p.m.) 
No. 102 Telegraphic [E 4020/3654/44) 


ROME, April 2, 1921, 9.40 p.m. 

My (? telegram No.) 97.! 

I spoke to Count Sforza this morning in the sense of Your Lordship’s 
telegram No. 96.? 

His Excellency protested that he had never attempted when in London to 
conceal fact that he was negotiating with Nationalists, and that in endeavour- 
ing to induce latter to respect terms of tripartite agreement} he was acting in 
the interests of all the parties to that instrument. 

I replied that (? what) Your Lordship took exception to was the fact that 
he had entered into separate negotiations with an enemy Government behind 
the back of the conference. Were such a procedure to be generally adopted 
there would be an end to all solidarity between allied-Governments, and it 
would be useless to hold further conferences. I altogether failed to under- 
stand his reasons for refusing to communicate text and I trusted that he 
would reconsider his decision. His Majesty’s Government, I added, had 
addressed strongly worded protest to French Government,‘ for having pur- 
sued a similar policy of concealment. On His Excellency explaining that 


t Of April 1, not printed. 4 No. 75. 3 No. 17, n. 4. 4 No. 76. 
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agreement in its present shape had not the character of an international act 
and had not yet been approved by Chamber, I contended that allied Govern- 
ments ought to have cognisance of its terms first of all, as should it be found 
to contain anything contrary to decisions already taken by Supreme Council 
it would be more difficult to amend text when once it had been approved by 
Chamber. Were Italian Government moreover to persist in their present 
refusal natural inference would be that there was something in it which they 
wished to conceal. 

Count Sforza admitted force of this argument and said that he would 
personally have no objection to communicating text to Your Lordship. As 
however French Government were placed in a similar position to himself he 
must first consult M. Briand and this he would do at once by telegraph. 


No. 82 


Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Received April 3, 7.15 p.m.) 
No. 104 Telegraphic [E 3967/13/44] 


ROME, April 2, 1921, 9.40 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 103.! 

On my calling Minister for Foreign Affairs attention to facts recorded in 
aide-mémoire which I sent him yesterday, His Excellency said that this was 
first he had heard about these aeroplanes. He had already telegraphed 
to Constantinople for further details and was endeavouring to ascertain 
name of firm by whom they had been despatched. It was almost impossible 
for Italian Government to control movements of all aeroplanes, but he was 
prepared to take disciplinary measures against firm proved guilty of having 
despatched them. 

I pointed out important thing was to prevent a repetition of such occur- 
rences in future and pressed him to issue strong warning against practice of 
trading with our enemies. His Excellency replied he would publish a com- 
muniqué in the sense desired when he received confirmation of statement 
contained in my aide-mémoire, as that statement appeared to be founded on 
fact and not on false reports of Greek agents, as had been the case on several 
other occasions when charge of supplying nationalists with arms had been 
brought against Italian Government. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


1 In this telegram of March jo, not printed, Lord Curzon had stated that the Greek 
Military Mission at Constantinople had, with the approval of General Harington, issued 
orders for the detention of an Italian aircraft at Dedeagatch. Lord Curzon went on to 
instruct Sir G. Buchanan to urge upon the Italian government ‘the immediate issue of a 
strong warning to their nationals against trading in war material with the enemies of the 
Allies, and of instructions to their military representatives at Constantinople to co-operate 
with General Harington’. 
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No. 83 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received April 4, 9.45 p.m.) 
No. 157 Telegraphic [C 6895/60/19] 


ATHENS, April 2, 1921, 9.45 p.m. 
Your telegram No. 52.! 
Following from British Delegate.? 
Confidential 


It is clear that Greek Government must get money somehow (see en- 
closure in Lord Granville’s despatch No. 65).3 Greece being one of the 
countries with least inflation at present seems to make limited issue, though 
undesirable, possible if no other means can be found. This view is shared by 
Greek staff on commission. Compare Lord Granville’s telegram No. 275 
and despatch No. 442 of last year.* Position has not materially altered since 
then. 

My French colleague however informs me French Government have 
declined to consider British Government’s enquiry and have instructed him 
in no circumstances to agree to Greek request, if made, for additional paper 
currency. French Delegate himself is so violently anti-Greek that his judg- 
ment is unbalanced and unless you can persuade French Government to 
consent on political grounds I fear it will be practically impossible to move 
him although he admits soundness of views expressed in Lord Granville’s 


1 This telegram, dated March 27, ran as follows: ‘Messrs. Gounaris & Maximos have 
discussed with Treasury methods of financing Greek Gov[ernmen]t’s expenditure on 
military operations in Asia Minor. It seems likely that Greek Gov[ernmen]t may shortly 
request Internat{iona]! Financial Commission for permission to issue additional paper 
currency. This method of meeting unavoidable expenditure, however unsound, may be 
only practicable one for Greek Gov[ernmen]t. Please instruct British Repr[esentative] on 
Commission to give request, if made, careful consideration, and to refer to me before 
finally deciding.’ 

2 Mr. C. H. Bentinck was British Delegate on the International Financial Commission 
at Athens. This Commission, which exercised considerable control over Greek public 
finance, had been established in Athens in 1898 after the Greek defeat of the previous year. 

3 Of February 12. This despatch transmitted, under flying seal, Mr. Bentinck’s despatch 
No. 2 of February ro. In this despatch Mr. Bentinck attributed the fall in exchange and 
the increase of the cost of living in Greece to: 


‘(1) loss of confidence caused by the fall of Monsieur Venizelos. 

(2) withdrawal of financial support by the Allied Powers. 

(3) the issue of a large amount of paper money without Parliamentary sanction or a 
corresponding gold reserve. 

(4) the general uncertainty of the political outlook. .. .’ 


Mr. Bentinck added: ‘Monsieur Criesis [Director of the Exchange Department of the 
National Bank of Greece] told Monsieur Taigny [the French delegate on the International 
Financial Commission] that all the Greek Government had at their disposal at present was 
a sum of twenty Million drachmas together with the 50 Million drachmas (less than 
£1. Million) which still remained over from the second 200 Million drachmas issued in 
paper by the National Bank after the fall of the Venizelos Government....’ (Cf. Vol. VIII, 
p. 855.) 
4 Of November 12, 1920, and November 16, 1920, respectively, not printed. 
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telegram No. 2 (? 10)5 which were shared at the time by an expert from 
French Ministry of Finance. 

Italian delegate who follows line of least resistance is telegraphing to 
enquire views of his Government but like all Italians here his sympathies 
with Kemal will obviously bias his judgment. 

I presume a British private firm would require commission’s guarantee 
before granting any loan but in the circumstances I do not see how this could 
be obtained as I should be in a minority. 

Greek Secretary-General suggests Government might float internal loan 
but French delegate declares this would not be possible as people have not 
sufficient patriotism to invest. 

Message Ends. 

Rumour reached me this morning that Greek Government are issuing 
‘false paper money’; I presume this means, if true at all that they are issuing 
more paper without even asking sanction of International Commission. We 
should certainly be bound to protest most strongly against any such action 
but if Greek Government conform to law and ask sanction of commission 
I trust you will make every effort to persuade French and Italian Govern- 
ments to consent. When question of 400,000,000 was raised last autumn 
His Majesty’s Government objected on grounds of principle and correct 
financial policy while both French and Italian Government gave their 
consent. If they refuse now therefore it is solely in order to spite Greece. 


S The reference is presumably to Athens telegram No. 275 of November 12, 1920 (seen. 4). 


No. 84 


Lord Hardinge (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received April 4, 11.45 a.m.) 
No. 178 Telegraphic: by bag [E 3982/1 /44] 
PARIS, April 2, 1921 
I called yesterday on Monsieur Berthelot! and took the opportunity of 
expressing to him Your Lordship’s surprise at the statement made by 
Monsieur Kammerer? that it would be necessary to lay the Franco-Turkish 
agreement before the Chambers before it could be communicated to His 
Majesty’s Government. I further communicated to him Your Lordship’s 
views as to the attitude of the French Government in this matter as expressed 
in your telegram No. 138 of the 29th March.3 
Monsieur Berthelot expressed his regret for the misunderstanding that had 
arisen, and that there should have been any possible misconception as to the 
attitude of complete loyalty of the French Government towards the Allied 
Powers in connection with the Franco-Turkish negotiations. Monsieur Briand 
had repeatedly explained to the Prime Minister that it would be impossible 
for him to return to Paris after the London Conference empty-handed, and 
it was for this reason that negotiations had been pressed forward during the 


t See No. 57, n. 2. 2 See No. 63. 3 No. 76. 
106 


presence of the French Delegation in London. After the conclusion of the 
agreement, he himself had more than once impressed upon Monsieur Briand 
the importance of its immediate publication, but the latter had on each 
occasion demurred on account of what is recognised as the usual Parlia- 
mentary procedure in France by which such compacts are in the first 
instance communicated to the Foreign Affairs Committees of the two Cham- 
bers. To this objection on the part of Monsieur Briand, he had been unable 
from inexperience of parliamentary procedure to oppose any valid argu- 
ment; but he assured me that want of confidence on the part of the French 
Government towards the Allies was entirely unwarranted, that his Govern- 
ment were animated with sentiments of extreme loyalty and that the sole 
desire of the French Government was to co-operate with their Allies in the 
most cordial and loyal manner. In order to remove any possible future 
doubt on the subject, he handed me a printed copy of the agreement which 
I am forwarding separately to Your Lordship.‘ 

I pointed out to Monsieur Berthelot that what rendered the whole ques- 
tion still more unfortunate was the fact that the full text of the agreement had 
been published in a magazine entitled ‘L’Europe Nouvelle’, of which I 
showed him a copy. He protested that the French Government were in no 
sense responsible for the publication, which he supposed must have been due 
to a considered indiscretion on the part of the Turks,’ but he promised to 
make a thorough enquiry into the matter. 


¢ In his despatch No. 1003 of April 2, not printed. 

5 Mr. Osborne minuted on April 5: ‘M. Philippe Millet, editor of the “Europe Nouvelle’, 
was in London during the Conference and was in close touch with the Turks from whom 
he doubtless got the text... .” Mr. Oliphant added: ‘The official version is dated 11 March, 
while the press account is given as 9 March... .’ 


No. 85 


Earl Curzon to Lord Hardinge (Paris) 
No. 947 [E 3968/22/44] 


Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, April 2, 1921 
My Lord, 

With reference to my telegram No. 134 of March 24th' and to previous 
correspondence on the subject of the Allied Command at Constantinople,? 
the history of which it is unnecessary to recapitulate, I have to inform Your 
Excellency that I have received a further and imperative appeal from the 
War Office to endeavour to obtain French acquiescence in General Haring- 
ton’s exercise of command over all Allied troops in the Constantinople 
area.3 

1 No. 70. 2 See Nos. 10, 25, 35, 57: 

3 War Office letter 0152/5819 (M.I. 2) of March 31. In a minute of March 28 com- 


menting on General Harington’s telegram No. 107 of March 26, not printed, Sir E. Crowe 
stated: ‘I received with this telegram, today, a message from Sir Henry Wilson [C.I.G.S.] 
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2. As stated in my above-mentioned telegram a new and cogent argument 
is provided by the present very critical situation resulting from the renewal 
of military operations in Anatolia and the consequent return to the Greek 
command of the 11th or Manissa Division and the Greek battalion from 
Beikos, as well as the transfer of the Ismid base.‘ 

g. General Harington finds himself holding what is virtually a bridgehead 
without disposing of sufficient troops to meet any emergency, since General 
Charpy has orders from Paris not to send a French soldier into Asia. In 
these circumstances a serious situation might unexpectedly develop at any 
moment and no adequate military precautions can be taken to meet potential 
emergencies. 

4. General Harington further reports’ the receipt of appeals from the 
inhabitants of the Ismid area for protection against the existing brigandage 
which is all too likely to increase. Here again he is helpless. Your Lordship is 
familiar with the further dangers involved in conditions prevailing in the 
capital. The situation, in fact, is an intolerable one in which military neces- 
sity can no longer be sacrificed to the formality of awaiting ratification of the 
treaty by which feeble and indeed frivolous argument I understand that the 
French have attempted to justify their continued obstruction. 

5. Unless, therefore, you have already taken action on my telegram No. 
134 and are confident of obtaining satisfaction, I shall be grateful if you will 
at once see the Minister for Foreign Affairs and demand that the French 
Government give immediate effect to the promise contained in their Note of 
November the 6th last (see your despatch No. 3343 of Nov. 7).6 You should 
base your demand upon the real military dangers involved in the continuance 
of the present situation and upon the fact that the French Government in 
their Note of Feb. 7 (see your despatch No. 464 of Feb. 8)7 specifically 
deferred the fulfilment of their promise in anticipation of possible changes in 
the situation resulting from the recent Conference at London. But the 
situation is in no way affected by the proposed modifications of the Treaty 
to the effect that the situation described by General Harington made it really imperative 
that his position as allied Commander-in-Chief should at last be recognized by the French. 
At the same time, however, General Sackville-West had reported from Paris that the French 
seemed quite determined not to acknowledge General Harington in that capacity. Sir H. 
Wilson asked whether something could not be done to compel the French to give way on 
this point. I replied that I saw no way of exercising the necessary pressure on the French, 
who seemed determined at present to go their own way, in support of the Turks at Con- 
stantinople and of Mustapha Kemal. Unless the Prime Minister made a question of first 
class importance to the Entente of this matter of the Supreme Command at Constantinople, 
I had no hope of our getting what we want, and it seemed to me doubtful whether the P.M. 
could be expected to take up such an attitude, especially at the moment when the French 
claim to have a serious grievance against us in the matter of the anti-French movement 
of Abdullah in the Trans-Jordan.’ 

4 General Harington in his telegram No. 107 of March 26 to the War Office reported: 
‘11th Division [see No. 71, n. 2] has passed from my command and the battalion of the 
Archipelago division at Beicos will do so shortly.’ 

5 In his telegram No. 113 of March 29 to the War Office. In that same telegram General 
Harington stated: ‘My situation in Asia depends on results of Greek operations.’ 

6 Not printed. See No. 10. 7 No. 35 and enclosure. 
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submitted to the Greek and Turkish Delegations: it has only been changed 
insofar as the present hostilities have rendered it more precarious. Both 
logic and military necessity therefore require the French Government to 
give immediate execution to their undertaking. 

6. I am loth to expose Your Excellency to the invidious possibility of 
a further refusal. But the insistence of the military authorities leaves me no 
alternative, and I am not without hopes that your insistence, supported as 
it will be by such additionally powerful arguments, may on this occasion be 


attended with success.® 
Iam, &c., 
(For the Secretary of State)® 


8 This despatch crossed Lord Hardinge’s despatch No. 982 of April 1, not printed 
enclosing a French Note of March 31. In his telegram No. 181 of April 4 Lord Hardinge 
commented: ‘It is clear from note enclosed in [that] despatch that French Government are 
not now awaiting ratification of treaty or changes in situation consequent on London 
Conference, but are ready to agree to immediate assumption of command by General 
Harington on condition that they receive satisfaction as regards other appointments— 
presidency of military sub-commission and secretariat general of financial commission.’ To 
this telegram Lord Curzon in his telegram No. 160 of April 6 replied: ‘Please suspend 
action on my despatch No 947 pending further instructions.” On April 7, Mr. Oliphant 
communicated to the Army Council a copy of the French Note of March 31: “Lord Curzon’, 
he wrote, ‘is unable to make any concession in respect of the directorship of the Customs, 
nor is he disposed to advocate yielding to the French demands with regard to the presidency 
of the Turkish Sub-Commission of Organisation, but in view of the critical situation at 
Constantinople, I am to enquire whether the Army Council are inclined to abandon 
Major General Franks’ [s] claims to this appointment in the hope of securing the immediate 
establishment of General Harington as Allied Commander-in-Chief.’ In their reply of 
April 11, the War Office Council stated that they agreed with Lord Curzon that it was 
‘undesirable to yield to the French demands with regard to the Presidency of the Turkish 
Sub-Commission of Organisation’, and went on to say: ‘Indeed, they would urge that, in 
default of obtaining the agreement of the French Government to what is an obvious military 
necessity, that Government should be confronted with the alternative of the immediate 
withdrawal of all British troops.’ Mr. Edmonds minuted, April 12: “The prospect of a 
British withdrawal would surely be an encouragement to the French, rather than a threat.’ 

9 Signature lacking in filed copy of the original. 


No. 86 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Recewved April 5, 3.15 p.m.) 
No. 162 Telegraphic [C 6895/60/19] 


Confidential ATHENS, April 4, 1921, IO a.m. 


My telegram No. 157.! 

Acting Minister of War? told me last night that he had no idea what 
financial arrangements Government had been able to make but that they 
are evidently satisfactory as he has ample credits and pays large sums every 
day inter alia for mules purchased in Egypt. If, as I presume, Monsieur 


t No. 83. 2 M. Theotokis. 
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Maximos? has failed to get any loan in England I can only presume that 
Government are issuing notes without approaching Financial Commission. 

French delegate* now says he would much prefer this; he recognises urgent 
Greek necessity to get money but strongly objects to Commission taking the 
responsibility even with the approval of the three Governments consenting 
to it; if Greek Government issue money without approaching Commission, 
Allied Governments must of course protest but if they like they can leave 
it at that. 


3 See No. 83, n. 1. 4 M. Taigny. See No. 83, n. 3. 


No. 87 


Sir H, Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Recewved April 6, 10.30 a.m.) 
No. 238 Telegraphic [E 4090/143/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, April 5, 1921, 2 p.m. 

Addressed to Smyrna No. 24, repeated to Foreign Office No. 238. 

Smyrna telegram No. 39.! 

You should protest against mobilisation of Ottoman subjects which is 
contrary to international law. 

Although Greeks may contend that Treaty of Sévres is not yet in force, 
article No. 74 of that Treaty deprives Greeks of right to enforce military 
service in Smyrna area.? 


™ The reference is presumably to Smyrna telegram No. 17 of April 4 to the Foreign Office. 
In this telegram, Sir H. Lamb, British Consul-General at Smyrna, reported that Greek 
Military authorities had appointed a requisitioning commission ‘with power to “‘mobilize 
all Greek employees of railways whether Hellenic or Ottoman subjects”’ for such period as 
may be necessary’. 

2 Lord Curzon replied, in Foreign Office telegram No. 220 of April 8: ‘Your instructions 
to Smyrna approved.’ 


No. 88 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received April 6, 3.20 p.m.) 


No. 239 Telegraphic [E 4118/143/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, April 5, 1921, 4.30 p.m. 


In a note just received Turkish Government complain that Greeks are 
conducting belligerent operations in Straits and in Sea of Marmora such as 
embarkation and disembarkation of troops, material of war, etc. 

Note points out that Greek Government has undertaken operations in 
Anatolia on its own account without any mandate from the principal Allied 
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Powers and that at a moment when Powers were endeavouring to solve 
Eastern problem in a pacific manner Greek action can only have in view 
realisation by force of arms (? of illegitimate) ambitions. Further the fact 
that principal Allied Powers have announced their neutrality proves that 
Greek proceedings are not approved by them. 

Turkish Government point out that in view of principles which Allied 
Great Powers themselves wish to enforce no belligerent or hostile action can 
be exercised in Straits and in Sea of Marmora nor can any foreign belligerent 
embark or disembark troops or munitions of war in those waters. Greece 
therefore is not entitled to conduct operations in question (? in those) 
waters. 

Turkish Government is therefore convinced that as Allied Powers occupy 
Straits and Sea of Marmora they will recognise that it is their duty to ensure 
strict observance by Greece of above-mentioned principles. 

Turkish Government evidently have in mind second paragraph of Article 
37 of Treaty of Sévres although Greeks may of course contend that that 
Treaty is not yet in operation. 

Repeated to Athens No. 38. 


No. 89 


Earl Curzon to Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 
No. 116 Telegraphic [E 3900/50/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, April 5, 1921, 10 p.m. 


Please communicate following to the President of the Angora Delegation.! 

Your letter undated received here rst April relative to alleged persecution 
of Moslems by Greeks.? Hellenic Authorities allege? that Kemalist bands 
pillaged and tortured Greek and Armenian Christians for three days in the 
district of Gaesarea and massacred many. 

2. Bands of Turkish irregulars also massacred Greeks in and around 
Ayasoluk, also mutilating at least one body. The Metropolitan Bishop of 
Sokia after imprisonment was removed from the town and his fate is un- 
known, while many Greeks of Sokia have been arrested and imprisoned. 

3. In view of these allegations and until proof is forthcoming that the 
Moslems are being restrained effectively, you will readily understand that 
neither sympathy nor effective intervention can be expected from His 
Majesty’s Government. 


' Bekir Sami Bey. See No. 79, n. 2. 2 Not printed. See No. 98, below. 
3 See No. 98, below. 
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No. 90 


Record by Sir E. Crowe of a conversation with the Italian Ambassador 


[C' 7038/20/19] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, April 5, 1921 

At the end of a conversation on other subjects to-day, the Italian Ambas- 
sador said he would, if I liked, read to me a sheaf of telegrams all full of 
marvellous stories of how the British Government was giving direct aid to the 
Greeks in their offensive against the Kemalists, but he said on the whole he 
preferred not to inflict these telegrams on me, although they might amuse me. 
He only picked out one from Adalia, which purported to give information 
obtained from the most reliable of sources to the effect that the Greek initial 
successes against the Turks were easily explained by the well-established fact 
that the Greek artillery was entirely commanded by British officers. 

I asked M. de Martino whether he desired me seriously to deny this and 
other similar anecdotes, and he laughingly replied he thought it was quite 
unnecessary. He thought he quite understood our attitude towards the 
Greeks as being no doubt sympathetic but as not involving any material 


assistance.! 
E e A. C. 


1 Lord Curzon commented: ‘The Turks [sic] are reported in the Press to have captured 
some Italian vessels laden with arms for M. Kemal.’ 


No. 91 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received April 8, 10.50 a.m.) 


No. 248 Telegraphic [E 4186/1 /44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, April 6, 1921, 4.30 p.m.' 


Deputies agree that the independence and future of the country can be 
secured by respecting following principles which represent the maximum 
sacrifice which can be made to obtain just and lasting peace and that con- 
tinued existence of Ottoman Sultanate and system cannot be assured other- 
wise: (1) Fate of Ottoman territories peopled exclusively by Arab majorities 
and occupied by enemy troops at the time of the armistice, must be settled in 
accordance with free expression of the will of local populations. Parts of the 


t This telegram, which was despatched without a heading (required by Foreign Office 
circular of July 30, 1920), was the continuation of an answer to Foreign Office telegram 
No. 199 of April 1 which ran: ‘Reports of Russo-Turkish Treaty concluded at Moscow on 
March 16 [for text see B.F.S.P., vol. 118, pp. 990-6] state that territory of Turkey is 
defined in accordance with so-called national agreement i.e. the solemn declaration 
approved by the Turkish Parliament in Constantinople on January 28th, 1920. We cannot 
trace this. What is it?’ In his preceding telegram No. 247 of April 6, Sir H. Rumbold 
stated: ‘Declaration in question is identical with ‘““Covenant” mentioned in paragraph 4 
of my telegram No. 3g [i.e. No. 13]. I have now traced it.’ 
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Empire whether within or outside the armistice boundaries, inhabited by 
Moslem Ottoman majority, constituent elements of which are united by 
religious and cultural bonds, common ideals and mutual regard for each 
other’s rights and social conditions, form whole which cannot be divided in 
fact or in law. 

(2) In case of Sandjaks of Kars, Ardana and Batoum which on being 
left free, were re-united to mother country by popular vote, a further free 
popular vote can be taken if required. 

(3) Juridical status of Western Thrace must be determined in accordance 
with the views of the inhabitants expressed with full freedom. 

(4) Constantinople which is the capital of Khalifate and Sultanate, and 
Sea of Marmora must be assured against all danger. Subject to this, any 
decision agreed upon between Turkey and all Powers concerned will be 
valid. 

(5) Rights of minorities as defined in treaties between Entente and certain 
other powers will be recognised, in the confidence that Moslems in the 
neighbouring countries will enjoy the same rights. 

(6) Turkey requires like other powers full independence and freedom in 
order to evolve sound administration and to develop economically; all 
restrictions on political and financial development are rejected. (? Turkish 
Government’s) settlement of proved debts shall not be contrary to these 
principles. 


No. 92 


Earl Curzon to Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 
No. 118 Telegraphic [E 4037/132/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, April 6, 1921, 10.30 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 109 (of 4th April). 

Bekir Sami has not correctly quoted the terms of agreement, which course 
of events has rendered it difficult for both parties to carry out in exact manner 
originally contemplated. If this can be better effected by a new arrangement 
we are quite ready to adopt it. Let him deliver the 22 British prisoners either 
at Constantinople or at a Black Sea port, and as soon as we are notified of 
their arrival there we will deliver the 64 Turkish prisoners either at an Italian 
or a Turkish port whichever is preferred. Further delay is greatly to be 
deprecated. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 208. 


1 In this telegram Sir G. Buchanan reported: ‘I made a communication to Bekir Sami 
in accordance with your instructions [see No. 79] and he has replied to following effect. 
Under convention signed on March 16 [see No. 65, n. 5] His Majesty’s Government 
undertook to liberate at once 64 Turkish prisoners while Turkish Government undertook 
to release 22 British prisoners as soon as possible.’ 
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No. 93 


Earl Curzon to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 209 Telegraphic [E 3949/143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, April 7, 1921, 12.30 p.m. 


(Your telegram 231 of 1st April,' repeating your telegram 10 to Smyrna). 

Our policy should be that decided on by you and your French and Italian 
colleagues in the case of the Anatolian and Smyrna railways viz., the with- 
holding as far as possible of all facilities. I realise, however, that in the 
circumstances it must be a policy of principle rather than of practice since it 
is scarcely possible to prevent the Greeks from requisitioning transport 
facilities. I feel sure, however, that you will give effect thereto so far as lies in 
your power. 

I am informing the French and Italian Governments in the above sense.? 

Repeated to Athens No. 60. 

1 This telegram ran as follows: ‘Pending instructions from Foreign Office, Manager of 
Aidin Railway can allow Greeks the use of pier and connecting line provided they employ 
their own personnel. He can also allow Greeks the use of one train a day for the provisioning 
of Greek troops at the front, this train to be run by Greek personnel. Manager of Aidin 
Railway should provide his own personnel for hospital-trains. Should Greek[s] requisition 
Aidin Railway you should enter a formal protest.’ 

2 Telegram No. 164 to Paris, No. 120 to Rome, of April g, not printed. 


No. 94 


Sir H, Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received April 8, 11.45 a.m.) 
No. 250 Telegraphic [E 4193/143/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, April 7, 1921, 6.50 p.m. 

My French colleague and I gather (? that) British naval and military 
authorities here are somewhat preoccupied by developments which may arise 
as a result of Greek reverse in Anatolia.! 

Situation may be summed up as follows :— 

Greeks have had severe reverse accompanied by heavy losses. They are 
retiring to their original line and latest indications are that Turks are follow- 
ing them up. 

Greeks state that when they have collected necessary reinforcements they 

1 In his telegram No. 147 of April 6 to the War Office, General Harington stated: ‘Even 
if Greeks withdraw from Ismid I have no intention of doing so. In former event Nationalist 
bands will become active and (? our) only policy will be to hit them whenever we can. 
Trouble is that my force is so immobile, consequent on reductions, and there are no roads. 
Is the flight of snipes in Egypt still available? if so would be most useful. To let bands up 
to Asiatic side of (? Bosphorus) would be fatal. They could (? endanger) safety of our war- 
ships. If the French agree to one command, I can hold position covering Scutari (? from 


the) Bosphorus south of Beicos to the Sea of Marmora near Bostanji with one French and 
one British brigade.’ 
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will advance again. Military opinion here doubts whether this will be pos- 
sible in view of deteriorating morale of Greek troops. It is to be hoped that 
Greeks will put up a good fight but it is quite possible that they may be 
compelled to retreat to the coast. There will then be no troops between 
Constantinople and Nationalists though latter will presumably in first 
instance try to eject Greeks from Smyrna and its neighbourhood. 

An awkward situation would arise here if Nationalists decided to advance 
on Constantinople for we do not see what could stop them. 

French High Commissioner called yesterday and referred to a telegram 
which had been published in the press this morning recounting an interview 
with Your Lordship. You are reported as having said that allies were closely 
following events and would seize the first favourable opportunity of taking 
steps to re-establish peace in the east. My French colleague enquired whether 
moment for intervention had not already come. I replied that in my opinion 
there was nothing to be done until Greeks had tried their fortunes again. 

If Greeks were definitely beaten the Kemalists would, it was to be feared, 
prove intractable and we should be faced with a very difficult situation. 


No. 95 


Earl Curzon to Lord Granville (Athens) 
No. 65 Telegraphic [E 4089/143/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, April 7, 1921, 11 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 164! and my telegram to Constantinople No. 209, 
repeated to you No. 60.2 (Use of Asia Minor railways by Greek military 
authorities.) 

You should take early opportunity of correcting false impressions as to the 
policy of His Majesty’s Government and supposed difference between atti- 
tude of French and British Governments. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 215. 

™ Of April 4, which ran: ‘Greek papers this morning report that French railways refuse 
to carry any troops or war material and will have to be requisitioned by Greek military 
authorities whereas British railways have offered their services to the fullest extent; obvious 


comments are made on difference between French and British attitude.’ 
2 No. 93. 


No. 96 


Letter from Mr. Oliphant to the Secretary to the Army Council 


[E 3822/3822/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, April 7, 1921 
Sir :— 
With reference to your letter 0152/5824 (M.I. 2) of the goth March! with 
enclosure,? relative to material destined for the Nationalists in Anatolia, 
1 Not printed. 
2 Copy of General Harington’s telegram No. go of March 24, not printed. 
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I am directed by Earl Curzon of Kedleston to state for the information of the 
Army Council that he concurs in the policy of allowing the passage of 
material other than actual military equipment. 

2. With reference to paragraph 6 of General Harington’s telegram, His 
Lordship concurs in the view of the Army Council that Armistice conditions 
prevail. 

Iam, &c., 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 


No. 97 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received April 19) 


No. 160 [E 4601 /143/44] 
ATHENS, April 7, 1921 
My Lord, 

To-day being the hundredth anniversary of the outbreak of the struggle for 
Greek independence in 1821, the town is profusely beflagged, it is a public 
holiday and large crowds are wandering about, salutes are fired, and there 
was a Te Deum in the cathedral and a ceremonial lecture in the university, 
both attended by the King and the Royal Family.! 

In the upper classes at least, there is a deep feeling of depression which 
makes it difficult for them to celebrate this centenary as joyously as they 
would have wished. After some days of concealment, the news has now been 
published that the troops which were attacking Eskishehr have been with- 
drawn to their original positions just east of Broussa, and though ridiculous 
official explanations have been issued that the attack on Eskishehr was 
never intended as a serious operation, but only as a feint to render easier the 
capture of Afium Karahissar, everybody realised that the Greeks had met 
with a serious rebuff which has cost a terrible lot of casualties. I think a good 
many people also realise the danger that Afium Karahissar may now be very 
seriously attacked by Turks coming up from the south and by others from the 
north released by the Greek retirement. There was a report yesterday that 
Afium Karahissar had already been retaken, but I gather that this is at any 
rate premature. 

So far, public opinion appears to be taking this bad news better than I 
should have expected; possibly the man in the street swallows the optimistic 
declarations of the Government and the press and does not quite realise the 
situation. On the other hand, I suppose there is a possibility that the optim- 
ism is justified and that when the reinforcements arrive, which I am told 
they should do in a week or ten days, the Greeks may be able to execute an 


t On April 2 Lord Curzon, in his telegram No. 152 to Lord Hardinge (repeated to Rome, 
No. 111, and to Athens, No. 57) referred to Lord Granville’s telegram No. 149 of March 29, 
not printed, and added: ‘I agree with Lord Granville that Ministers should not attend 
ceremonies where King is likely to be present, but that consuls might attend local cere- 
monies. Please suggest to Government to which you are accredited that similar instructions 
be sent to their Ministers at Athens.’ 
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enveloping operation and still take Eskishehr and inflict a real defeat on the 
Turks. M. Theotokis, who has been Acting Minister of War during M. 
Gounaris’s absence,? told me two or three days ago that the mobilisation 
of three classes had already yielded 40,000 men, and that he felt confident 
of getting 45,000, which was the figure the Government had counted on. 
I have no means of verifying this statement, which does not tally with General 
Gramat’s3 impressions or with the stories I still hear constantly of great 
difficulties throughout the country in getting the men to present themselves. 
An Englishman travelled in a train full of newly mobilised men a day or two 
ago and heard the most violent abuse of the mobilisation, of the Government, 
and even of the King himself; on the other hand, the men I have seen march- 
ing through the streets of Athens have been most cheery. 

A press telegram reached Athens from Smyrna the other day [reporting] 
that the body of'a French officer had been found in the Turkish trenches. The 
Government stopped this telegram, but it was followed by many more telling 
the same story with numerous embellishments, and they were allowed to be 
published. This produced a crop of articles in almost every Government paper 
attacking the French in unrestrained language, while the Veniselist papers 
showed common sense in refusing to believe the story, and anyhow deprecat- 
ing these attacks on a Power whom it is in Greece’s interest to endeavour to 
conciliate. The abuse was such that my French colleague* protested to the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs, insisted on his issuing a démentt, and begged him 
to keep the press in order; the démenti was issued—rather a half-hearted one— 
and was greeted with contempt and disbelief and fresh abuse of France by the 
Government press. The Italian Minister’ also issues periodical démentts of the 
accusations against Italy and protests to the Minister for Foreign Affairs, 
but with no apparent result. 

I have, &c., 
GRANVILLE 


2 See No. 53, n. 5. 
3 General Gramat was Head of the French Military Mission to Greece. 


4 M. de Billy. 5 Signor Montagna. 
No. 98 
Letter from Earl Curzon to the Greek Chargé d’ Affaires 
[E 3898/50/44) 


FOREIGN OFFICE, April 7, 1921 
Sir:— 

With reference to your Note No. 902/31/21 of the 31st March! relative to 
the atrocities against Greek Christians which you state were committed by 
Turkish irregulars in Asia Minor, I have the honour to inform you that 
I have received a very similar communication from the Angora Delegation? 
in which they complain that the Greek Authorities in the occupied territories 
of Turkey are persecuting the Moslems. 


t Not printed. 2 See No. 89. 
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2. According to these allegations, Turkish notables have been brought 
under arrest to Adrianople from many towns and villages of Thrace, notably 
Kirk-Kilisse, Dimetoka [stc],3 Tchorlou, Ouzoun-Zoupru [sic], and Rodosto. 

3. It is asserted that, in order to increase the preponderance of the Greek 
population, the Greeks are causing the disappearance of the Turks by every 
possible means. Educated classes are being annihilated; land-owners and 
merchants are being driven, under threat, from their property, and the 
promise of votes favourable to Greece is being wrung by intimidation from 
the population. In the last weeks the allegation is made that one thousand, 
five hundred Turkish notables have been arrested and their goods have been 
pillaged. Young Moslem women and girls have committed suicide to 
escape the persecution of the Greek troops. In the region of Luleburgas the 
Greeks have even pillaged and sullied the mosques. Turkish prisoners at 
Smyrna and in Greece are condemned in a starving condition to forced 
labour and as a result there is great mortality. The Angora Delegation 
concludes its protest by stating that unless the Hellenic Government puts an 
immediate stop to this course of inhumanity, the Ottoman Government will 
proceed to a policy of reprisals. 

4. In view of the above allegations and until proof is forthcoming that the 
Hellenic Authorities are effectively restraining their subjects from similar 
misdeeds, you will readily understand that it is impossible for His Majesty’s 
Government to show very great sympathy or to exercise any effective inter- 
vention on behalf of Greek Christians. 

5. Bekir Sami Bey is being likewise informed,? in reply to his communica- 
tion, that in view of Greek complaints of Turkish outrages against Greek 
Ottoman subjects he cannot expect sympathy or effective intervention from 
His Majesty’s Government. 


I have, &c., 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 
3 Demotika. 4 Uzun Koprii. 
No. 99 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received April 10, 3.40 p.m.) 


No. 259 Telegraphic [E 4247/1 /44] 
Confidential CONSTANTINOPLE, April 9, 1921, II a.m. 


My telegram No. 193.! 
Cabinet situation since Izzet’s return has been peculiar. Izzet has made 
no secret of his desire to resign, giving as reason the failure of the mission 


' Of March 20. This reported that Izzet Pasha had returned unexpectedly from Angora 
to Constantinople the previous morning. He was accompanied by Salih Pasha, a former 
Grand Vizier (March 8-April 2, 1920). Minister of Marine in the Tewfik Cabinet, Salih 
Pasha had accompanied Izzet Pasha on his mission to Angora (see No. 1, n. 4). 
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to Angora, management of which was sole purpose for which he entered 
Cabinet. He deferred to wishes of his colleagues to the extent of postponing 
formal resignation until Grand Vizier’s return? and attending Council, but 
he has not frequented his Ministry. 

Some days after his return he told Mr. Ryan that he had quite decided to 
retire temporarily, but that he intended still to serve his country. This could 
hardly mean anything except that he hoped himself to form Cabinet in fairly 
near future. Other indications also point in same direction, and it looks as if 
he had in view some new combination on Nationalist, perhaps moderate 
Nationalist, basis. 

Matter entered on new phase on April 8th when Izzet authorised publica- 
tion of interview in which he stated that he had resigned immediately after 
his return from Angora, and that announcement had only been postponed 
owing to constitutional difficulty of his vacating post until return of Grand 
Vizier and appointment of his successor. Prima facie reason for his change of 
attitude is caused by attempt of most advanced Nationalist newspaper here 
to implicate him in proceedings of Nationalists by the publication of alleged 
telegram of congratulation addressed to him by Angora Government on the 
occasion of the recent victory over Greeks. Izzet admits having received 
such a telegram from certain private friends in Anatolia, but not from Angora 
Government. 

Importance of all this lies in the fact that reconstruction on change of 
Government is certain to follow Grand Vizier’s return. 

Sultan is said to be displeased with the Grand Vizier’s subserviency to 
Angora delegation in London. If, as is probable for this and other reasons, 
Tewfik Pasha resigns, the choice would appear to lie between anodyne 
statesmen of Ali Riza Pasha} type and Izzet. Anti-Nationalist politicians are 
busy, but return to power of Ferid Pasha‘ is almost excluded as the Sultan 
would hardly be courageous or foolish enough to send for him in the present 
circumstances. Reshid Bey’ and former Sheik-ul-Islam Sabri Effendi are 
also spoken of, but it is difficult to conceive of any reasonable basis on which 
they could come into power. 

The question of real interest is whether, (? if) Izzet does take office, he will 
go over bag and baggage to Nationalists, or will attempt to create bloc of 
moderate Nationalists here and in Anatolia, and to unseat the present 
leaders in Angora. The latter alternative is more probable, but it must be 
remembered that moderation amongst Nationalists now exists only in rela- 
tive sense. Izzet himself for instance told Mr. Ryan that London proposals 
gave only partial satisfaction. He took exception to Greek garrison in 
Smyrna and the maintenance of treaty of Sévres in regard to Thrace. He 


2 From the London Conference. 

3 Minister of Public Works and Acting Grand Vizier in the absence of Tewfik Pasha. 
Formerly Grand Vizier (October 1919—March 1920). 

4 Damad Ferid Pasha, Grand Vizier, March—October 1919. 

5 Reshid Safvet Bey had been dismissed from the Turkish diplomatic service by Ferid 
Pasha. He had promoted a conference in Rome in January, 1921, between moderate 
nationalists and representatives of Mustafa Kemal. 
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also made a special point of the need for greater economic independence. 
This was before the recent defeat of Greeks. 

Izzet is displeasing to Sultan and stands well with the Heir Apparent.® If 
he really has in view constructive programme it may conceivably include 
eventual supersession of the present Sultan against whom there is strong 
feeling in many Nationalist circles. 


6 Prince Abdul Mejid, son of Sultan Abdul Aziz. 


No. 100 


Lord Hardinge (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Recewed April 10, 9.35 a.m.) 
No. 192 Telegraphic [E 4250/13/44] 


PARIS, April 9, 1921, 8.42 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 103 to Rome! and your telegram No. 145 to me.? 

French Government reply that, in general, they entirely agree with His 
Majesty’s Government in considering that no aid in war material or other- 
wise should be given at present by Allied Powers to either Nationalist or 
Greek forces, and have given categorical instructions in this sense to French 
military and naval forces. French High Commissioner at Constantinople has 
also been directed to ensure respect of neutrality. His Majesty’s Government 
can therefore be assured that General Charpy will afford all support to 
General Harington. 

French Government having not yet received any information about two 
Italian aeroplanes and fearing some misunderstanding wish to receive 
confirmation of fact that there has been no mistake before making a “dis- 
agreeable démarche’ at Rome, and are making telegraphic enquiries of 
Constantinople. 

Copy of note? by bag tonight. 

Repeated to Rome and Constantinople. 

1 No. 82, n. 1. 

2 Of March 30. This telegram ran: ‘My telegram No. 103 to Rome (of March 90.) 
Please ask French Government to take similar action at Rome and to instruct their military 
representatives at Constantinople to co-operate with General Harington. Repeated to 


Rome No. 104.’ 
3 Not printed. 


No. 101 


Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Received April 10, 9 p.m.) 
No. 118 Telegraphic [E 4252/132/44] 
ROME, April 9, 1921, 9 p.m. 
Bekir Sami Bey called this morning and discussed at length arrangements 
for exchange of prisoners proposed in your telegram No. 118' which I had 


already communicated to him. 
1 No. 92. 
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He contended that it was contrary to terms of London agreement under 
which His Majesty’s Government had engaged to liberate at once sixty four 
Turkish prisoners. I pointed out that situation had changed since then, and 
that though we did not doubt good faith of (? Angora) Government, latter 
might not be able to deliver British prisoners for some time. Object of that 
agreement was to arrange for simultaneous exchange of our respective 
prisoners, and as Turkish prisoners at Malta were well treated, they would 
have no reason to complain were they detained there till our prisoners 
arrived at a Black Sea port or Constantinople. I trusted therefore that he 
would agree to proposed arrangement. 

His Excellency replied he had communicated London agreement? to his 
Government and that if he was now to inform them that His Majesty’s 
Government had gone back on their word, their confidence in British pro- 
mises would be seriously shaken. Though I pressed him once more to accept 
our latest proposal in the interest of Turkish prisoners themselves, he main- 
tained that, as one of the signatories to agreement, we were bound to carry 
out its terms. 

I have since received note from him saying that mode of procedure now 
proposed is absolutely contrary to stipulations of agreement of March 16th;? 
that in spite of military operations in Asia Minor Angora Government is in 
a position to deliver British prisoners at Constantinople; that he trusts that 
His Majesty’s Government will honour their commitments and that any 
unjustifiable change in terms of agreement is sure to produce a most painful 
impression. 

He 1s leaving for Angora tonight. 


2 See No. 79, n. 1. The agreement was to the effect that all British prisoners of war 
and other British nationals or members of the British forces held in Turkey against their 
will should immediately be released and conveyed to Constantinople: repatriation of 
Turkish prisoners of war and interned Turkish civilians held by the British authorities 
should commence at once and continue as quickly as possible. 
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Str G. Buchanan (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Received April 12, 12.5 p.m.) 
No. 120 Telegraphic (E 4357/13/44] 


ROME, April 11, 1921, 9.35 a.m. 

My telegram No. 104.! 

Italian Minister for Foreign Affairs has now sent me note verbale stating 
that Ministry of War decided last January to carry out. . .2 raid3 from Rome 
to Constantinople; that Italian Military Attaché in Athens took steps to 
obtain consent of Greek Ministry of Marine and Ministry of War and that 
aeroplanes in question were those carrying out raid. He expresses great 
surprise at unjustifiable and illegal interference of British authorities at 


1 No. 82. 2 The text is here uncertain. 3 See No. 106, below. 
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Constantinople and points out that Italian military forces though subor- 
dinate to British forces in matters concerning the (? occupation of) Con- 
stantinople are otherwise in a position of complete political equality and free 
to promote whatever undertakings Italian Government may deem oppor- 
tune. He concludes with further expression of surprise that British military 
authorities have so easily trusted information supplied by local agents who 
are animated by interests of a special character. 
Repeated to Athens and Constantinople. 


No. 103 
Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received April 13, 9 a.m.) 
No. 263 Telegraphic [E 4395/143/44] 
Confidential CONSTANTINOPLE, April 12, 1921, 4.10 p.m. 


Your Lordship’s despatch No. 273 of March 2gth.! 

I have received similar complaints direct from Turkish Government re- 
garding activities of Venizelist Greeks in Constantinople and particularly 
with respect to ‘national defence organisation’ which is stated to contain 
nearly 700 Venizelist officers. 

Whilst I consider many of these complaints are greatly exaggerated I have 
always referred them to General Harington. Latter has now written to me to 
say that he is of opinion that in view of his orders? that Constantinople is not 
to be used in any way as a military base for Greeks he considers it would 
be advisable to remove from Constantinople irrespective of their political 
opinions any Greeks who are either: (a) potential recruits for Greek army; 
(5) likely to raise trouble for Turks in Constantinople. General Harington 
considers that all non-Ottoman Greeks who are liable to mobilization should 
be given short period in which they should be free to leave Constantinople 
and that on expiration of that period such of them as have not left should be 
interned or at least kept under strict supervision. He sees no reason why this 
supervision should not be exercised by Turkish authorities. I have ascer- 
tained that Greek reservists liable for service under decrees published in 
Greece are estimated at 1,400 for Constantinople. Only 147 have so far 
responded to the summons but it is expected that as committee of national 
defence is now supporting mobilization, considerably more will come for- 
ward. General Harington has raised a difficult question on which I should 
be grateful for Your Lordship’s views. 

Whilst we have no reason to suppose that Turks at Constantinople are 
contemplating any measures of mobilization we agree in thinking that they 


1 This transmitted to Sir H. Rumbold a copy of a memorandum, dated March 16, not 
printed, which was handed to the Foreign Office by Reshid Pasha and which drew attention 
to the existence of a secret Greek subversive organization in Constantinople. 

2 See No. 71, n. 3. 
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could not be allowed to carry out any such measures whilst Constantinople 
is in allied occupation and under régime of armistice. 

It would therefore seem logical that Greeks should not be allowed to 
mobilize at Constantinople or use it in any way as a base. 

On the other hand Turkish Government have not yet complained of 
mobilization of Greek subjects at Constantinople and I am doubtful whether 
in view of small number involved it is expedient to take action suggested by 
General Harington which would be certain to create serious difficulties.3 

Addressed to Foreign Office 263, repeated to Athens No. 42. 


3 To this telegram, Lord Curzon replied in Foreign Office telegram No. 231 of April 15: 
‘We should prefer Allied announcement that as Allies are neutral in present hostilities and 
responsible for Constantinople no recruiting by either side can be allowed there. We are 
suggesting this to War Office and if they concur French and Italian Governments will be 
consulted.’ 


No. 104 


Earl Curzon to Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 
No. 127 Telegraphic [E 4252/132/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, April 12, 1921, 7 p.m. 
Inform Bekir Sami or his representative in Rome that orders have been 
sent to Malta for immediate release of 40 of Turkish prisoners and for their 
despatch to Italy. Remaining 24 will be sent to any port he names as soon 
as British prisoners reach Constantinople.! 
Sami has telegraphed to me? that British prisoners will be released as soon 
as he reaches Angora. This 1s not at all what he undertook in the agreement. 
Repeated to Constantinople No. 223. 


t Cf. No. ror. 2 Telegram dated April 9, not printed. 


No. 105 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Received April 19) 
No. 369 [E 4613/11/44) 
CONSTANTINOPLE, April 13th, 1921 
My Lord, 

In my despatch No. 368! I had the honour to draw Your Lordship’s atten- 
tion to the fact that the majority of the principal Turkish newspapers in 
Constantinople have openly espoused the Nationalist cause. One or two 
other features of the situation here show the same trend of feeling. 

2. The renewal of hostilities in Asia Minor has greatly embittered the 
Constantinople Government, and particularly men like Sefa Bey. These 


1 Of April 13, not printed. 
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consider that the Greeks have launched an unprovoked attack on the 
Nationalist forces. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs loses no opportunity of 
drawing the attention of this High Commission to the perpetration by Greek 
troops, or by bands formed by Ottoman Greeks, of outrages in various 
localities in the Ismidt Peninsula and further afield. The Constantinople 
Government are practically the self-constituted mouthpiece of the Angora 
Government in these matters. 

3. The Constantinople Government have organised a Red Crescent Mis- 
sion for service with the Nationalist forces. General Harington reports that 
a considerable number of arms have disappeared from the stores which are 
under the control of the Minister of War. Steps have been taken to make an 
inventory of the contents of these stores with a view to checking any further 
withdrawals of arms or munitions, There can be no doubt that these arms 
have found their way to the Nationalist forces. 

4. The Constantinople Government have not, as yet, given effect to the 
request of the Allied Commissioners for the re-imposition of the 11% ‘ad 
valorem’ tariff.2 It is understood that this matter has been held up pending 
the return of the Grand Vizier, from whom his colleagues expect to hear his 
version of what passed on the subject in London between Your Lordship and 
himself.3 In spite of Sefa Bey’s protestations to the contrary there is little 
doubt that the real motive of the Constantinople Government in stubbornly 
resisting a return to the 11% tariff is their fear of Angora and their un- 
willingness to have two different Customs régimes in Turkey. 

5- The situation of the Turkish exchequer has been temporarily relieved 
by the consent of the Eastern Telegraph Company to pay over, immediately, 
a sum of £294,688 sterling, in respect of terminal charges. This sum will 
enable the Provisional Financial Commission to pay the balance of the 
January salaries and, probably, a large part of the February salaries. The 
Minister for Foreign Affairs called on me yesterday evening to express 
the gratitude of the Turkish Government for the prompt manner in which 
the claim of that Government against the Eastern Telegraph Company had 
been settled. 

I have, &c., 
Horace RuMBOLD 
High Commissioner 


2 See No. 55. ; 3 See Nos. 55 and 64, and 161, below. 

4 In a letter of April 5 to Sir H. Rumbold (copy enclosed in Constantinople despatch 
No. 378 of April 13 to the Foreign Office, not printed) Sir A. Block stated: ‘Apart from 
its normal receipts, the Government has lately obtained an advance of £T.100,000 from 
the Agricultural Bank as well as £T.1,951,700 from the Tobacco Régie, representing its 
share in the surplus receipts during the six last years. These two windfalls have enabled 
the Treasury to pay the balance of the December salaries, as well as 50 per cent. of those 
of January, and the second half of the February salaries of the police, public security, 
gendarmerie corps and tax collectors.’ 
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No. 106 


Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Received April 17, 2.20 p.m.) 
No. 126 Telegraphec [E 4539/13/44) 


ROME, April 15, 2.15 p.m. 

My telegram No. 121! and your telegram No. 132.? 

I have received further note from Ministry of Foreign Affairs to the fol- 
lowing effect. 

Last January two Italian aeroplanes Ansaldo I and Fiat belonging to 
National Association of Aviators piloted by Messrs. d’Urso and Maassi left 
Italy with the authority of Italian Government to undertake private air raid 
from Rome to Constantinople. Italian Air Attaché at Athens advised Air 
Departments of Greek Ministry of War and Ministry of Marine of this raid in 
a note of January roth and they assured him that facilities would be given to 
aviators. After touching at Janina and Salonica aviators landed at Dedea- 
gatch on February 21st and were granted a latsser passer for Constantinople 
by the Commandant after examining their route, instructions and other 
documents. 

On February 22nd the first aeroplane had to stay behind owing to 
machine trouble. The other was able to proceed. Pilot of the first went to 

. 3 Constantinople with permission of Greek authorities to obtain a spare 
part. 

On March 11th when machine was mended he applied for authority from 
Commandant Dedeagatch to leave and was refused permission. For two 
weeks machine was left out in the open, pilot being prevented from com- 
municating with Italian Consular officers and was not even allowed to visit 
the aeroplane. 

Italian Minister at Athens has addressed a strong . . .3 to the Greek Govern- 
ment on account of the unjustifiable treatment of pilot. Italian Government 
ask me to represent to His Majesty’s Government the desirability of issuing 
instructions to British military authorities with a view to preventing similar 
incidents since Greek military authorities acted with approval of General 
Harington. Such incidents they consider are only due to the fact that British 
authorities have shown themselves disposed for some time past to place too 
ready a credence in information supplied by interested parties which should 
be weighed and controlled more carefully. Ends. 

Note does not say whether it was intended that aeroplane should return 
to Rome from Constantinople but I presume that notification made to Greek 
authorities on January roth (? supplied) full scheme of raid. 

Repeated to Athens and Constantinople. 


1 In this telegram of April 11, not printed, which was a continuation of Rome telegram 
No. 120 (No. 102), Sir G. Buchanan commented: ‘Above statement is so categorical that 
I can hardly doubt its accuracy. .. .’ 

2 This, dated April 13, read: ‘My telegram No. 103 [No. 82, n. 1] is based on evidence 
which is above suspicion.’ 

3 The text is here uncertain. 
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No. 107 


Earl Curzon to Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 
No. 135 Telegraphic (E 4524/3654/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, April 15, 1921, 2.35 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 84.! 

The ‘Temps’ of April 12th publishes a summary of the Turco-Italian 
agreement, which reproduces the economic provisions specified in Count 
Sforza’s letter to you but contains a further undertaking on the part of the 
Italian Government to support among its allies all the Turkish demands 
regarding the treaty and particularly the restitution of Smyrna and Thrace. 

You should take an early opportunity of inviting Count Sforza’s attention 
to the “Temps’ version of the agreement and to its disparity with the terms of 
the agreement as communicated to you by His Excellency. 


™ No. 69. 


No. 108 


Earl Curzon to Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 


No. 136 Telegraphic (E 4524/3654/44] 


Secret FOREIGN OFFICE, April 15, 1921, 2.40 p.m. 


My immediately preceding telegram.! 

“Temps’ version of the agreement is corroborated by secret information 
from unimpeachable Turkish source and I fear there is little doubt that Count 
Sforza deliberately suppressed the Italian part of the bargain which would 
obviously be unpalatable to His Majesty’s Government and is indeed an 
indefensible breach of faith with an ally. 

In your telegram No. 120? you reported Count Sforza’s expressions of 
righteous indignation at apparent doubting of his word in connection with 
matter of Italian aeroplanes intended for the Nationalists. In this case also 
we have almost unimpeachable evidence that facts are as alleged and that 
Count Sforza has either deliberately distorted the facts or has been himself 
the victim of imposture. 

Above is of course for your own information only. 


t No. 107. 4 No. 102. 
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No. 109 


Sir H, Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received April 16, 12 noon) 


No. 270 Telegraphic [E 4532/1 /44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, April 15, 1921, 5.90 p.m. 


My telegram No. 220! and my telegram No. 259.? 

Bekir Sami and other members of Angora arrived here on the afternoon of 
April 13th in Italian warship and continued journey on April 14th. They 
will land at Ineboli and proceed thence to Angora. | 

As Bekir Sami held no communication with me or, as far as I am aware, 
with French High Commissioner? I did not think it advisable to establish — 
relations with him during his short stay here lest it should weaken my posi- 
tion, embarrass Central Government, and possibly compromise Bekir Sami 
in negotiations at Angora. I however conveyed to him substance of your 
telegram No. 1274 in a third person letter. I sent this through Italian High 
Commissioner as he is the guest of the Italian Government. 

I also sent a message to the Porte on the morning of April 14th pointing 
out that Central Government were equally interested with Angora in release 
of Maltese deportees, and that His Majesty’s Government, while legitimately 
cautious, desired nothing better than to carry out their part of the agreement 
as was shown by their decision to release 40 deportees at once;5 and suggest- 
ing that if members of Central Government were in touch with Bekir Sami 
they would do well to impress on him the desirability of arranging for settle- 
ment of the matter on the basis of your telegram No. 127 to Rome. 

Bekir Sami appears to have intended at first not to land here. Landing 
and short prolongation of stay appear to have been due to change of plan 
after arrival. He is understood to have conferred with various members of 
Central Government. This may have important effect on political develop- 
ments which are now imminent as Grand Vizier arrived on morning of 
April 14th. 

It is too soon to estimate probable course of these developments. Present 
prospects seem to me that Tewfik Pasha will remain in power for the present 
with reconstituted Cabinet. Izzet will presumably now take .. .° but he is 
keeping very dark. Salih Pasha,’ next most important member of recent 
mission to Angora stands in with Izzet on the question of resignation. Sultan 
is said now to be in favour of retention of Tewfik Pasha. 

Bekir Sami did not see the Sultan. There is no immediate prospect of 
cessation of the existence of the two rival Governments. Attitude of that of 
Angora after return of Bekir Sami will probably be determining factor in the 
situation in coming phase. 

Addressed to Foreign Office No. 270, repeated to Rome No. 15. 


t Not printed. 2 No. gg. 3 Cf. No. 110, below. 
4 No. 104. 5 See No. 104. 6 The text is here uncertain. 
7 See No. 99, n. 1. 
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No. 110 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Recewed April 16, 3 p.m.) 


No. 275 Telegraphic [E 4534/1 /44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, April 16, 1921, 8 a.m. 

My telegram No. 270.! 

My Italian colleague informs me that he saw Bekir Sami yesterday? after 
latter had had a long conference with Izzet Pasha. My Italian colleague 
derived following impressions of probable political developments in im- 
mediate future. 

Although there is an understanding between Angora and Constantinople 
the Angora Government does not approve of present Constantinople Govern- 
ment. A government of concentration (sic) is likely to be formed almost at 
once with tacit approval of Angora Government, which will not, however, 
officially recognise the new Government at Constantinople. The new 
Government will then suggest to Angora election for a constituent assembly 
which would sit at some town not far from Constantinople such as Brussa. 
This pre-supposes of course that Greeks will have to evacuate Brussa and 
neighbourhood. The Government would remain at Constantinople but 
would refer all important matters to constituent assembly sitting at Brussa 
or elsewhere. The idea is that this arrangement will enable Constantinople 
Government to escape from pressure which Allied Powers will no doubt 
have to exercise on it from time to time in connection with treaty. 

My Italian colleague also gathered that if Sultan were to summon Damad 
Ferid to form a Government the Nationalists would immediately dethrone 
him and appoint a successor. 

Otherwise their attitude towards Sultan was one of respect and they would 
not interfere with him. 

My Italian colleague derived impression that Nationalists were prepared 
to accept decisions of London Conference? with exception of that relating to 
Smyrna where they will not tolerate presence of a single Greek soldier. They 
would be prepared to accept a mixed allied administration for Smyrna. 
They consider that, so long as the Greeks are in occupation of Smyrna, that 
town will be a centre of irridenta and a base for organisation of bands of 
Greek comitadjis. 

No mention was made by Bekir Sami of Thrace, but it is known that 
Izzet Pasha thinks frontier should not be drawn so close to Constantinople 
as it is at present. It would seem as if Enos—Midia line would content 
Nationalists. The general impression formed by my Italian colleague from 
above is that Nationalists are anxious for a settlement and show symptoms of 
moderation, which are somewhat unexpected in view of their recent success- 
ful resistance to Greek advance. 

Bekir Sami also called on my French colleague immediately before his 


1 No. 109. 2 April 14. 3 See No. 51, n. 1. 
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departure for Ineboli; he only spoke in general terms and thanked my 
French colleague for what French Government had done for Nationalists at 
London Conference. He promised to give immediate execution to arrange- 
ment about Cilicia‘ and to replace Mutessarif at Z[u}nguldak of whom French 
High Commissioner complained. French High Commissioner is anxious to 
withdraw the two French battalions from that place. 


4 See No. 56, n. 3. 


No. 111 


Earl Curzon to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 232 Telegraphic [E 4286/143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, April 16, 1921, 5 p.m. 


Your telegrams Nos. 256 and 262 (April gth'! and roth.2, Commissions to 
enquire into atrocities). 

If General Harington can arrange for payment from army funds of any 
additional expenses incurred by British officers concerned, we agree to one 
commission of enquiry for Thrace, another for Ismid Peninsula, and a third 
for Yalova and Orkha[n] Ghazi, and leave scope of enquiry to yourself and 
your colleagues. 

Should you think it desirable first commission might enquire into reports of 
organization of bands on Greco-Bulgarian frontier. 

We are sending to War Office copies of this correspondence. 


1 This telegram ran: ‘At High Commissioners’ meeting today notes from Turkish Govern- 
ment and Greek High Commissioner were read containing allegations as to organisation 
by Greeks and Turks respectively of bands in Thrace for operations on Turco-Greek 
frontier. I suggested to my colleagues that we might enquire whether our respective 
Governments would agree to a Commission of Enquiry being sent to the region in question, 
this Commission to (? consist) of an officer from each of the allied forces here. My colleagues 
agreed to this suggestion. We consider that such a Commission might act as a check on 
the perpetration of outrages complained of. 

‘In view of the numerous allegations of outrages stated to have been perpetrated by 
Greek troops or bands in the Ismid Peninsula it might be a good thing to send a Commission 
_of Enquiry to that region as well. General Harington concurs.’ 

2 Not printed. 
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No. 112 


Earl Curzon to Lord Granville (Athens) 
No. 71 Telegraphic [C 7587/20/19]* 


FOREIGN OFFICE, April 16, 1921, 6 p.m. 


Your tel. No. 171 (April 12th. Export of munitions).? 

We have agreed with our allies to remain strictly neutral and cannot there- 
fore allow export of war material to either Greece or Turkey.3 

You may point out that there is no analogy between our attitude towards 
the present Greco-Turkish hostilities and the attitude of a neutral country 
towards belligerents generally and particularly in the recent war. The 
relation of the Principal Allies towards the Greeks and the Kemalists in the 
present hostilities is peculiar. We were recently seated at conference* with 
both parties to each of whom we submitted proposals. While the terms are 
still under discussion one party has attacked the other. If Mustafa Kemal 
were in a position to negotiate for the supply of war material by British 
firms we certainly should not allow such export to him. We cannot, therefore, 
adopt a different attitude towards Greece. 

Confidential. You should also bear in mind our representations to the Italian 
Gov[ernmen]t regarding the alleged supply by Italian firms of war material 
to the Kemalists.5 


1 The draft only of this telegram is preserved in the Foreign Office archives. 

2 Not printed. In this telegram, Lord Granville stated: ‘Athens agent of Associated 
British Manufacturers signed contract with Greek War Office on April 2nd. for 200,000 
hand grenades. Agent has heard report that export from England is prohibited. Is this 
correct? If so, I presume it is for reasons of neutrality and no exception can be made. 
But I am assured that French group is ready to take the contract and deliver at once in 
which case British trade will suffer by our stricter adherence to neutrality.’ 

3 See Vol. XV, No. 35, and No. 100. 

4 The Conference of London, February 18 to March 18. 

5 See Nos. 54, 82, 102, 106. 


No. 113 


Earl Curzon to Lord Hardinge (Paris) 
No. 176 Telegraphic [E 4460/22/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, April 16, 1921, 6 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 200 (of April 14th:' General Harington’s command at 
Constantinople) .? 

I agree that note from French Ministry of Foreign Affairs of March 31st? 
cannot be ignored but you should take the line that questions of presidency 
of military sub-commission and secretariat-general of financial commission 

1 This telegram, not printed, referred to Lord Curzon’s telegram No. 167 of April 13, 


instructing Lord Hardinge to take action on despatch No. 947 (No. 85). 
2 See No. 85, n. 8. 
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do not really demand a settlement until entry into force of treaty of peace 
with Turkey is in sight. There is thus plenty of time for their amicable dis- 
cussion between Allied Governments. On other hand question of unity of 
command is vital and requires an immediate decision in view of Greco- 
Turkish situation, rapid changes in which make it imperative that Allies 
should present a united front and that General Harington’s hands should be 
strengthened as much as possible. My despatch No. 947 (of April 2nd)3 will 
provide you with details in support of this line of argument. Further the 
presence of thousands of Russian refugees constitutes a serious menace to the 
whole region, especially if, as I understand, the French are stopping their 
rations in the near future. 

I quite realise that French Ministry of Foreign Affairs may still insist on 
coupling this question with that of allied appointments under Turkish treaty 
but their claim under latter head has again been carefully considered here 
and by the War Office? and is regarded as quite unjustifiable both by itself 
and a fortiori as part of a bargain over unity of command. Meanwhile situa- 
tion at Constantinople makes it essential that you should again insist upon 
French Government’s acceptance of our request, however small chances of 
success may be. 

3 No. 85. 


No. 114 


Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Received April 17, 4 p.m.) 
No, 127 [E 4699/1/44] 


ROME, April 16, 1921, 8.50 p.m. 

My telegram No. 84.! 

Secretary-General? acting under instructions from Minister for Foreign 
Affairs called my attention yesterday to a Reuter telegram in which it was 
stated that though His Majesty’s Government were not in a position to say 
whether the French version? of Italian agreement with Angora Government 
was correct, it was clear that the agreement had an importance far beyond 
that of a simple economic convention owing to the fact that Italy had under- 
taken to assist Turkey to recover Smyrna and Thrace. 

Secretary-General protested that above telegram placed a false interpreta- 
tion on terms of agreement and represented Italy as having promised to 
afford Turkey material assistance, whereas Minister for Foreign Affairs had 
only engaged to support Turkey’s claims in the Supreme Council. This 
constituted no new departure as His Excellency had always been in favour 
of restoring Thrace and Smyrna to Turkey, and even had he never concluded 
such an agreement, he would have continued to press his views with regard 
to revision of Treaty of Sévres on Allied Governments. Attitude which he 
had adopted in this matter was not, as he had explained in Chamber, 


t No. 69. 2 Signor Contarini. 3 See Nos. 107 and 108, 
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inspired by hostility to Greece, but by the conviction that a prompt and 
definite settlement of questions at issue would be to the advantage of the 
latter. 

Secretary-General then handed to me for confidential information of His 
Majesty’s Government the text of the agreement.‘ Its first three clauses 
correspond with version given in my telegram No. 84. Remaining clauses are 
as follows:— 

Clause 4. Italian Government undertakes to support vis-a-vis its Allies all 
demands of Turkish delegation about Peace Treaty, especially with regard 
to the restitution of Thrace and Smyrna to Turkey. 

Clause 5. Italian Government gives formal assurance that it will recall 
Italian troops now in Ottoman territory at latest on ratification of Peace and 
after agreement between the two countries. 

Clause 6. Above stipulations will be put in force by a convention to be 
agreed to between the two Powers directly after the conclusion of a Peace 
assuring Turkey a (? free)5 and independent existence accepted by her. 


4 See No. 60, n. 4. $ In the French text ‘viable’. 


No. 115 


Letter from Mr. Oliphant to the Secretary of the Admiralty 
[EZ 4276/143/44] 
Immediate FOREIGN OFFICE, April 16, 1921 
Sir :— 

I am directed by Earl Curzon of Kedleston to acknowledge receipt of 
your letter of the gth' instant, enclosing copies of telegrams from the 
Commander-in-Chief, Mediterranean, relative to the attitude to be adopted 
during the present hostilities between the Greeks and the Turkish Nationalists. 

2. With regard to the Commander-in-Chief’s telegram No. 151 of the 
8th! instant, I am to state for the information of the Lords Commissioners of 
the Admiralty that Lord Curzon proposes to ignore the Turkish protest 
against the use by the Greek forces of the Straits and the Sea of Marmora.? 

3. With reference to the Commander-in-Chief’s telegram 152 of the gth3 
instant, the policy which has been adopted is to withhold facilities from the 
Greek forces as far as possible. In this connection I am to invite attention to 


1 Not printed. 

2 This protest had already been transmitted to the Foreign Office in Constantinople 
telegram No. 239 (i.e. No. 88) and in a Note dated April 5 from Reshid Pasha, not printed. 

3 In this telegram the Commander-in-Chief, Admiral de Robeck, asked whether in the 
event of a Greek retirement in Anatolia the British naval forces should assist and protect 
Greeks in landing reinforcements in men and materials, give active naval support to Greeks 
if they were to fall back to the Ismid-Shile line, and in the event of their total collapse 
protect their withdrawal. 
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telegram No. 167 of the roth‘ instant from General Harington to the War 
Office with which Department Lord Curzon presumes that Their Lord- 
ships are in consultation. 
Iam, &c., 
L. OLIPHANT 


4 This, addressed to the Commander-in-Chief, Mediterranean, and repeated to the War 
Office, referred to Commander-in-Chief’s telegram No. 152. It ran: ‘. . . There is no 
information in my possession at present to show that Turks intend to follow up Greeks... . 
I do not think that they will advance via Ismid Peninsula. ... I think that before long 
stalemate will be reached. My answers to all your questions (? would) be no as regards 
Greeks. I think that our right course is to leave them alone. If they get (? into) a real 
mess and ask for help we can then consider.’ 


No. 116 


Letter from Mr. Oliphant to the Secretary to the Army Council 
LE 4359/143/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, April 16, 1921 
Sir, 

In reply to your letter No. 0152/5837/(M.O. 1.) of the rath instant,! 
relative to the disposal of Greek and Kemalist troops who may enter the 
Ismid Area, I am directed by Earl Curzon of Kedleston to state for the in- 
formation of the Army Council that His Lordship concurs in their suggestion 
that these persons should be deported to their respective countries. 

2. Lord Curzon presumes that arrangements can be made at Con- 
stantinople as regards both the Greeks and Nationalists, and that the ex- 
penses of deportation should be borne by their respective Governments. 

Iam, &c., 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 
1 Not printed. 


No. 117 


Earl Curzon to Lord Granville (Athens) 
No. 72 Telegraphic [C 7706/60/19] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, April 18, 1921, 4.45 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 162 (of April 4th.' Issue of notes by Hellenic Govern- 
ment). : 

French and Italian Governments will almost certainly refuse consent to 
further issue. If Greek Government thereupon issue without prior assent of 
the Commission? it would be preferable that this should be done in such 
a way as to enable latter, if they wish, to register a formal protest rather than 


t No. 86. 2 i.e. the International Financial Commission. See No. 83, n. 2. 
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that Greek Government should issue notes for new provinces and contend 
that authority of Commission does not extend beyond old Greece. Treasury 
wish to be consulted, however, before any formal protest is made. 

You may, if you think it advisable, convey hint to Greek Government in 
this sense. 

Repeated to Paris No. 178 and Rome No. 141. 


No. 118 


Earl Curzon to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 


No. 238 Telegraphic [E 4470/47/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, April 18, 1921, 9 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 264 (of April r12th.! Turkish prisoners on ‘Heimei 
Maru’). 

Japanese Ambassador here has invited us? to support request addressed by 
his Government to Greek Government that steamer in question should be 
released and prisoners surrendered to Turkish Government at Constantinople, 
in return for guarantees that they will not be allowed to join Kemalist forces. 
We are replying? that we desire to maintain strict attitude of neutrality 
towards Greco-Turkish hostilities, and therefore regret that we cannot see 
our way to intervene as proposed, but that if the Greek Government accept 
Japanese proposal, we shall be happy to transmit it to Turkish Government 
through His Majesty’s Ambassador at Constantinople. 

1 This telegram ran: ‘Under Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs called last night to 
say that Greek authorities had stopped outside Dardanelles Japanese ship conveying 
repatriated Turkish prisoners of war, and had taken latter, he thought, to Lemnos. Turkish 
Government protested against this proceeding in view of the fact that Constantinople 
Government was not at war with Greece. 

‘I told him I did not think His Majesty’s Government would intervene in this matter.’ 


2 In a Note, dated April 13 and left by Baron Hayashi at the Foreign Office on April 14. 
3 In a communication of April 19, not printed. 


No. 119 


Memorandum respecting Modifications in the Treaty of Sévres proposed by 
Mr. Montagu' 
[E 4723/1/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, April 18, 1921 
I. “Constantinople. Withdrawal of the Allies. Financial Control to be Pre-War 
Control.’ 
With regard to the withdrawal of the Allies the Prime Minister in his 
conversations with the Indian Deputation at the House of Commons on 


t On April 8 Mr. Montagu, Secretary of State for India, had handed to Mr. Vansittart 
a memorandum containing the modifications proposed by the India Office to the Treaty 
of Sévres. These proposals are reproduced verbatim in the headings of the sections in the 
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March 24th? distinctly stated that we were in favour of evacuating Con- 
stantinople as soon as the Turks were in a position to protect themselves 
with regard to the city. He reserved, however, the necessity of occupying 
‘the Gates’ of the straits. This solution is really that already provided for in 
the Treaty of Sevres. We are only occupying Constantinople as an Armistice 
measure taken in March 1920.3 

With regard to financial control, it is well to remember that the pre-war 
control consisted (a) of the privileged position of foreigners under the Capitu- 
lations, which prevented the application to them of much taxation: (5) [of] 
a servitude on Turkey as regards the amount and manner of collecting 
Customs, also arising from the Capitulatory Treaties: (c) [of] the control of 
the Ottoman Public Debt over the assigned revenues (this control was not in 
the interests of foreign governments or in the interests of Turkish finance 
as a whole, but in the interests of foreign bond-holders). 

The object of the financial and economic clauses as drafted in the Turkish 
Treaty was partly to unify and strengthen the above-mentioned partial pre- 
war control, but chiefly to set up a machinery which could really set Turkey 
financially on her legs again, and also eventually to enable her to get rid of 
the Economic Capitulations. In substitution for the privileges given by the 
Capitulations, the Allied Governments might be willing to accept the 
Financial Commission, on which they would be represented, and which is 
placed by the Treaty in a position to safeguard their subjects’ interests. 

It is understood that the Prime Minister frequently advocated the reduc- 
tion of the financial control as set up by the Treaty during the last Con- 
ference,‘ but it is doubtful whether the consequences of such reduction were 


Foreign Office Memorandum here printed. In a private letter of April 11 to Lord Curzon, 
not printed, Mr. Montagu stated: ‘My instructions were that the Prime Minister was in 
favour of the changes and steps suggested by me in the document | handed to Vansittart, 
provided that the Foreign Office also agreed. ... The suggestions made by me were, I need 
hardly say, not my own views at all. They fall far short of what, actuated solely by a desire 
to produce lasting peace in the East, I would have advocated.’ To this letter Lord Curzon 
sent a reply on April 20, enclosing a copy of this Memorandum. He stated: “To the extent 
shown in this memorandum, I would be prepared to consider your proposals favourably 
when there is another Allied conference on Turkey, but you will doubtless realise that it 
would not be possible for me publicly to pledge myself to them, or even to support of them, 
without prior consultation with the Allied Governments, although neither of our Allies 
have [sic] set a good example in this direction. In any case, it is difficult to fore-judge the 
attitude which we may have to adopt at the next conference until we know the result of 
the present Greco-Turkish hostilities and what attitude the Greeks and Turks, as well as 
our Allies, are likely to take up. In the circumstances, I would deprecate any public pledge 
of any kind being given either here or in India. The Department have not had time to 
consult other departments regarding your proposals, such as the Treasury, the Board of 
Trade and the Colonial Office, all of which you will realise, are intimately concerned in 
some of them.’ 

2 The minutes of this interview between Mr. Lloyd George and the Indian Moslem 
Deputation were forwarded to Mr. Vansittart at the Foreign Office on April g. 

3 On March 16. See Vol. XIII, No. 24. 

4 The Third London Conference of February 18—-March 18, 1921. See Vol. XV, Chap. IT, 


Pp. 375 ff. 
135 


then fully realised. In any case it would be very difficult to frame any 
extensive measure of reduction without re-drafting the financial and economic 
clauses of the Treaty as a whole, which really all hang together and depend 
upon the position allotted under the Treaty to the Financial Commission, 
e.g., in the matter of Concessions, Claims, and Loans. Article 257, however, 
provides for the eventual termination of financial control. If it is desired to 
make a further concession, a definite term of years, say 20, might be inserted. 
It may be hoped that the Turkish economic situation will be sounder at 
that date.s 


II. (1) ‘Thrace. The Greeks to undertake to establish immediate local autonomy for the 
city of Adrianople, with a governing body proportionate to the population; no non- 
Moslem interference with Mohammedan tombs and places of veneration.’ 


This proposal appears to some extent to ignore Article 15 of the Treaty 
between Greece and the Allied Powers (Minorities Treaty) of August roth 
last.6 This Article runs as follows: 


“Greece undertakes within a period of one year from the coming into 
force of the present Treaty to submit for the approval of the Council of the 
League of Nations a scheme of organization for the town of Adrianople. 
This scheme will include a municipal council in which the different racial 
elements habitually resident in the town will be represented. The Mos- 
lems will have the right of participation m executive functions. 

Greece agrees that the buildings set apart for Moslem worship in the 
town of Adrianople shall be declared inalienable in perpetuity, and that 
not even reasons of public utility may be adduced for departing from this 
principle.’ 


S In a further memorandum, enclosed in his letter of April 23 (not printed), Mr. Montagu 
commented on this section as follows: ‘My proposal is designed to prevent the strengthening 
of control over Turkey and the Foreign Office suggestion for a term of years is no use for 
this purpose. I do not by any means wish to suggest that the control of Turkey should be 
by the same machinery as the pre-war control; but I do wish to suggest that, unless Turkey 
asks us to set her on her legs again, to strengthen the control for whatever philanthropic 
purposes, to assume in a word a financial mandate for Turkey, saps the independence of 
Turkey, and is inconsistent with the existence of Turkey as an independent country. It 
may be argued that she was not independent before the war. The whole object of my 
proposal is that she should be no more dependent after the war.’ To this Lord Curzon, in 
his letter of April 29 (not printed), replied: ‘I do not think it is of much use for the Depart- 
ment to work out fresh proposals unless you can give them a more precise line as to what 
you want. Indeed, if the financial and economic clauses are to be re-drafted generally in 
the direction of your wishes, it seems essential that you should now translate the latter into 
some concrete proposals. We would then pass these on with our comments to the Board 
of Trade and Treasury, who have already been sent, confidentially, copies of this Depart- 
ment’s memorandum on your proposals and who, as you know, were alone represented on 
the Commissions of the Conference responsible for drafting the financial and economic 
clauses of the treaty.’ 

6 See B.F.S.P., vol. 113, pp. 471-9. 
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The first paragraph of this Article seems practically to meet Mr. 
Montagu’s point. If necessary, the period of one year could be shortened. 

The second paragraph of the Article seems exactly to cover Mr. Montagu’s 
point, unless he meant to refer, not merely to Adrianople, but also to Thrace 
as a whole. If so, there would not appear much objection to re-drafting the 
Article in that sense.” 


II. (2) ‘Greeks to put into force Minority Clauses for the protection of Mohammedan 
population in Thrace, comparable to the Minority Clauses of the Austrian Treaty’ .® 


This, again, appears to ignore the above-mentioned Treaty, signed at 
Sévres on August roth. It contains all the Austrian Minority Clauses, and in 
addition the following provisions: 


Right to opt for non-Greek nationals (Article 3, paras. 2 and 3; Article 
4, para. 2; Article 5). 

Electoral system to take account of Minorities (Article 7, para. 2). 

Rights of Jews (Article 10). Land System (Article 11). Vlachs (Article 
12). Mount Athos (Article 13). Status of Moslems and Moslem establish- 
ments (Article 14). Adrianople Municipal Council and Mosques (Article 15).° 


7 In his Memorandum of April 23 (see n. 5) Mr. Montagu commented: ‘Article 15 
assures some representation on the Ministerial Council of the Moslem majority of Adria- 
nople, and some participation in executive functions for them. The proposal put forward 
by me would give the Moslem majority a predominant share in the executive functions 
and in the Ministerial Council; would in fact give to Adrianople a position under the Greek 
flag analogous to that proposed for Smyrna under the Turkish flag. 

‘As regards my second point, . .. what I had in mind was in addition to this, a paragraph 
which might well be founded upon an analogous paragraph in the Palestine Mandate :— 
‘Nothing in this Treaty shall be construed as conferring upon the Greek Government 
authority to interfere with the fabric or management of Moslem sacred shrines or places 
of Moslem worship, the amenities (? immunities) of which are guaranteed.”’ 

‘I would add that Article 15 is far less satisfactory to-day than it was when the Treaty 
_ was concluded. For the scandalous treatment of Moslems by the Greeks in Smyrna, and 
the fact that although Greece has been permitted to occupy Thrace for some months past, 
she has shown no sort of willingness to put into operation the first paragraph quoted from 
the Article, has led her Moslem subjects to doubt her bona fides.’ 

In his letter of April 29 (see n. 5) Lord Curzon replied: ‘I am quite willing to try and 
have Article 15 re-drafted to meet you on both points.’ 

8 The reference is to the Treaty and Final Protocol between Austria and Czecho-Slovakia 
for the settlement of questions of Citizenship and the Protection of Minorities, concluded 
at Briinn on June 7, 1920. 

9 Mr. Montagu commented: ‘Yes, the other minority clauses are satisfactory. I wanted 
a declaration that the Allies are determined to do all in their power to ensure that they 
are carried out. The Foreign Office, in all their comments, seem to think that if something 
has been secured on paper, that is all that is necessary.’ 

Lord Curzon replied: ‘If you examine the Greek Minority Treaty you will see that the 
Council of the League are to be responsible for the execution of its provisions. I am not 
sure, therefore, that it would be proper for the Allies to make the declaration that you 
propose. Beyond that, I see no objection although I am not clear how your declaration 
will differ from those paper formulas for which you ascribe such affection to the Foreign 
Office! If such a declaration is to be made, I think, and you will no doubt agree, that it 
should be made equally to apply to the Minority clauses of the Turkish Treaty.’ 
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II. (3) ‘The Greeks to undertake to place no fortifications and no big guns within 30 
miles of the Chataldja lines.’ 


This certainly seems sound, if by ‘Chataldja lines’ is meant the Greco- 
Turkish frontier under the treaty of Sévres, and might be embodied in any 
eventual modifications of the Treaty. The demilitarized zone of the straits 
under the Treaty of Sévres, however, would prevent the Greeks doing this in 
any case along the greater part of the abovementioned frontier.'® 


III. ‘Palestine. Although there can be no modification of the settled Allied policy 
with regard to Palestine, a renewed declaration should be made that the rights of the 
non-Jewish population will be respected, that they shall have their representation on 
the Government, and that Moslem Holy Places will be in Moslem control (I have 
not the wording of the Palestine Mandate or of the original Allied declaration about 
Palestine before me.)’ 


This is really a matter for the Colonial Office, but it should be borne in 
mind that the Palestine Draft Mandate has been recently laid as a White 
Paper and widely published," and that the Mandate repeatedly expresses the 
obligation of the Mandatory to do nothing which might prejudice the civil 
and religious rights of the existing non-Jewish communities in Palestine (e.g., 
the Preamble, Article 2, Article 6). As the Mandate also provides for the 
development of self-governing institutions (Article 2) and encouragement of 
the widest measure of self-government for localities consistent with the pre- 
vailing conditions (Article 3), no further declaration that the non-Jewish 
population shall have their representation on the Government seems neces- 
sary. It is also a well-known fact that of the ten unofficial members of the 
Palestine Advisory Council four are local Moslems, three local Christians, 
and three local Jews. The Mandate (Article 13) also explicitly lays down 
that ‘nothing in this Mandate shall be construed as conferring upon the 
Mandatory authority to interfere with the fabric or management of purely 
Moslem sacred shrines, the immunities of which are guaranteed’. It seems 
difficult to add to the strength of this declaration. 

It should also be remembered that the Secretary of State for the Colonies 
recently made two speeches, at Jerusalem,'? one to an Arab delegation and 
one to a Jewish delegation, re-affrming and defining more explicitly the 
intentions of His Majesty’s Government that the policy of the national 
home should not involve any prejudice to non-Jewish interests in Palestine, 
and should involve no sort of expropriation. Mr. Churchill also dealt with 
the question of self-Government.'3 His statements were published in the 
press here and abroad. 


10 In his letter of April 29 (see n. 5) Lord Curzon agreed to Mr. Montagu’s further 
suggestion that the Greeks should undertake not to maintain aerodromes within the area 
in question. 

1 Cmd. 1176 of rg2r. 12 See The Times of March 31, p. 7, and April 2, p. 7. 

'3 In his Memorandum of April 23 (see n. 5) Mr. Montagu reiterated his request for a 
firm declaration; Lord Curzon replied: ‘As I have already pointed out, this is a matter 
for you to discuss with Churchill.’ 
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IV. ‘Mesopotamia. The determination of Great Britain to establish an Arab King- 
dom to become a Member of the League of Nations as soon as may be, should be 
reiterated.’ 


A declaration to this effect has been more or less implicitly made lately 
both in the House of Lords by the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs!4 
and in the House of Commons,'s although it has not been explicitly stated 
that we intend the Arab Kingdom to become a Member of the League of 
Nations. This cannot, of course, come about until the period of the Mandate 
under the League ceases, and it seems difficult and premature to say more 
on the point than has been said. However, this again appears to be a matter 
now for the Secretary of State for the Colonies, who is understood to be 
making his declaration of policy regarding the mandated territories of the 
Middle East this week in the House of Commons.!¢ 


V. ‘As regards the Khaliphate, it should be again declared that this 1s a matter in 
which the Allies are not concerned.’ 


We have always proclaimed that we do not want to interfere with the 
Khaliphate, and the Prime Minister said so again recently to the Moslem 
Delegation at the House of Commons (on March 24th).'7 There can be no 
harm in saying so again, if necessary. 


V. (1) ‘Article 139 of the Turkish Treaty should be amended by the insertion of the 
word ‘‘temporal’’ before ‘‘suzerainty” in the first line; and ‘‘temporal’’ before “‘power”’ 
in the third line. Or, alternatively, by the insertion of the words “‘other than spiritual” 
or “‘other than religious” after the word ‘‘kind”’ tn the first line, and “‘power’’ in the 
third line.’ 

Turkish jurisdiction has a theocratic basis. It understands no distinction 
between ‘spiritual’ and ‘temporal’, as we understand it. The terms cannot 
even be adequately translated. To attempt, therefore, to introduce any such 
distinction into the clauses of the Treaty might lead us into hopeless difficul- 
ties, and ultimately fail in its object. To the Turkish mind, and in practice, 
what we should mean by ‘spiritual’ jurisdiction would be inextricably bound 
up with what we understand as ‘temporal’ jurisdiction. Article 139 of the 
Treaty was, as a matter of fact, largely drafted in accordance with the views 
of the India Office representative in the Middle Eastern Section of the British 
Peace Delegation. Any alteration in it might be opposed by Italy, who 
welcomed the Article to extricate herself from her oversights in drafting 
relevant Articles of the Treaty of Lausanne,!® and from her consequent 


14 Lord Curzon made the following statement in the House of Lords on March 14: ‘From 
the day when we went into Mesopotamia . . . we have had no other solution in view but 
self-determination—an Arab Government for what is predominantly Arab country.’ See 
44 AL. Deb. § s., col. 518. 

™S On April 7. See 140 H.C. Deb. 5 s., col. 467. 

16 Mr. Churchill’s statement on the Middle East in the House of Commons was not 
made until June 14. See 143 H.C. Deb. 5 s., cols. 265-90. 17 See n. 2. 

18 The Definitive Treaty of Peace between Italy and Turkey was signed at Lausanne on 
October 18, 1912. See B.F.S.P., vol. 106, pp. 1100-3. 
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difficulties. We certainly could not come to a decision on this Article except 
in conjunction with the Allies, but if any alteration is to be made Mr. 
Montagu’s object might be reached by making Article 139 read ‘Jurisdic- 
tion of any kind over persons’. 


V. (2) ‘It should be stated that the religious or spiritual relationship between the 
Khaliph and the Governments of the Hedjaz and Mesopotamia ts a matter for 
arrangement by those Governments and 1s not a concern of the Allies at all.’ 


King Hussein (and the Emir Feisal) would probably have to be consulted 
on this point, but in any case it would seem to be met by any repetition of our 
general disclaimer regarding the Khaliphate. The difficulties in distinguish- 
ing between the Khaliph’s religious or spiritual relations and his other 
relations has already been explained above.!9 


19 In his letter of April 23 (see n. 5), Mr. Montagu commented: ‘I do hope the Foreign 
Office will not persist in a dialectical argument as to the real meaning of “spiritual”? and 
“‘temporal’’; and I do hope that they will realise that the amendment of Article 139, which 
they [the Foreign Office] suggest, is of no use to me whatever. ... Now, it is argued by 
Mohammedans that the position of Khaliph is impossible unless he has some religious 
association with the Holy Places of Islam, and they regard it as an interference with their 
religion to suggest that no matter to whatever Government the Mohammedans owe 
allegiance, they also owe a religious allegiance to the Khaliph. 

‘,.. I do not suggest that we are in a position to put any sort of pressure upon whoever 
becomes Emir of Mesopotamia or upon the King of the Hedjaz. That would be inter- 
ference by us in religious matters. That would be, to my mind, an interference with the 
Khaliphate. I want to make it plain to all Mohammedans that these are matters for 
Mohammedans to settle. .. . The point on which we are concerned is that the wording 
of Article 139 is taken by Mohammedans to mean that the Sultan of Turkey is bound by 
[t]his Treaty not to participate in any arrangement of this kind.’ Lord Curzon replied: ‘I fear 
I am not convinced by your argument that because a large number of people obstinately 
persist in holding an erroneous belief, others who see their error should surrender their 
views and perpetuate the error in black and white in a treaty. However, if you really think 
that Indian Moslems will be appeased by your suggested change in Article 139, I am pre- 
pared in the last resort to accept your formula for the insertion of the words “other than 
spiritual”’ after the words “‘power”’ and ‘“‘kind’’. I shall, of course, in turn be accused of 
confusing the Khalifat with the papal analogy. 

‘As I have stated more than once, I am quite prepared that His Majesty’s Government 
should again disclaim any wish to interfere in Khalifat matters, and I am prepared to dot 
the i’s to the extent of adding to this disclaimer a statement that the spiritual relationship 
of King Hussein to the Khalif is a matter for them to settle between themselves, but I do 


not think we ought to throw in at this stage the “Government of Mesopotamia’’. 


No. 120 


Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Received April 20, 10.30 a.m.) 
No. 132 Telegraphic [E 4672/3654/44] 


Niydelepams No. tare ROME, April 19, 1921, 2.25 p.m. 

I spoke to Minister for Foreign Affairs yesterday evening about Turco- 

Italian agreement. His Excellency had not only (? refused to) communicate 
1 Of April 16, not printed. 
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its text until after a summary of it had appeared in “Temps’ but he had in 
private letter, informing me of its purport, omitted all reference to fourth 
article, under which Italy had engaged to support all the demands of 
Nationalists. I had not failed to telegraph text? as soon as it was handed to 
me by Secretary General but I had in the meantime been instructed by 
Your Lordship to call his attention to discrepancy in account given in his 
private letter and version published in “'emps’ and to ask for an explanation. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs repeated explanations already given me by 
Secretary General? and said that he had always, as I was aware, advocated 
a revision of Treaty of Sévres. Article 4 did but record fact that he would 
continue to do so. 

I reminded His Excellency that I had, in conversation reported in my 
telegram No. 102, warned him that if we were not allowed to see text we 
should naturally infer that it contained something which he wished con- 
cealed. 

Omission in his letter of all mention of article 4 was very difficult to ex- 
plain and I feared that it would be attributed to desire on his part to sup- 
press that portion of agreement which he felt would be unpalatable to His 
Majesty’s Government. 

I was not challenging his right to press his views with regard to Treaty of 
Sévres on allied Governments as every Government was entitled to express an 
opinion with regard to all questions of allied policy. 

But it was quite another matter to take a formal engagement to support all 
demands of an enemy Government in order to obtain from that Government 
certain economic concessions. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs replied that first three articles did but recog- 
nise and confirm provisions of tripartite agreement’ and were of a permanent 
character. 

Article 4 on the contrary was of a transitory nature. It would cease to 
have effect as soon as a definite and final decision had been taken by Supreme 
Council and should that decision prove adverse to claims of Nationalists 
Italy would accept it as binding. 

His Excellency concluded by remarking that he. considered position of 
Greeks as seriously compromised and feared that we had put our money on 
the wrong horse. 

I observed that we were faced with so many grave international problems 
that it was more than ever necessary to work loyally together and to do 
nothing without each other’s knowledge and approval. His Excellency 
expressed his assent. 


2 See No. 114. 3 See No. 107. 4 No. 81. 
5 See No. 17, n. 4. 
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No. 121 
Earl Curzon to Lord Hardinge (Parts) 
No. 1132 [E 4707/1/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, April 19, 1921 
My Lord, 

The French Ambassador having asked to see me this afternoon, in order to 
present to me the note! which, in my absence, he had handed to the Prime 
Minister yesterday, regarding the question of German reparations and the 
views of the French Government thereon, I took advantage of the occasion to 
make a few observations to him about the agreement which his Government 
had recently concluded, without reference to us, with the Angora Govern- 
ment while Bekir Sami Bey and the delegates of the latter were in London. 

I said that our first knowledge of this agreement, apart from the fact that 
we knew that negotiations were proceeding for the cessation of hostilities 
and the return of prisoners, had come from a publication, in some French 
newspaper,? of the text of the treaty concluded. We had thereupon expressed 
our great surprise to the French Government that they had come to this 
arrangement behind our backs and without any communication to us.3 Nor 
did the reply, which we had then received, that parliamentary reasons had 
prevented its disclosure to us before it was laid before the French Chamber, 
appear to me to be at all an adequate explanation. 

Subsequently, the French Government had handed to us the text,* and 
I had now had an opportunity of carefully perusing this. It seemed to me to 
raise two points of some importance. 

In the first place, I found it difficult to reconcile the conclusion of any 
such agreement with one of our enemies in the recent war with the declara- 
tion which had been signed in London in November 1915 between Great 
Britain, France, Italy, Japan and Russia,’ in which each of the signatory 
parties engaged not to conclude peace separately during the war, and, 
further, that when terms of peace came to be discussed no one of the Allies 
would demand conditions of peace without the previous agreement of each 
of the other Allies. I thought it difficult to contend that this clause of the 
declaration had not been violated in letter as well as in spirit. 

Further, I noticed that certain of the provisions of the agreement, notably 
those with regard to the frontier line between the Turkish territory and the 
French mandated territory in northern Syria, were in apparent disagree- 
ment with, or at any rate were departures from, the tripartite agreement and 
the Treaty of Sévres; and this added to my surprise that the French Govern- 
ment had not thought it desirable to consult us upon a matter which equally 
affected all the Allies, and which could not become operative without their 
consent. _ 

The case was not rendered better by the fact that Count Sforza had taken 

' Not traced in the Foreign Office archives. 


2 In L’Europe Nouvelle. See No. 84, n. 5. 3 See Nos. 76 and 84. 
4 See No. 84, n. 4. S B.F.S.P., vol. 109, pp. 850-1, and Cmd. 8107 of 1915. 
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advantage of the conference in London to conclude an independent agree- 
ment on his own part with the same enemy.® Indeed, the Italian agreement 
was in some respects in wider divergence from existing obligations than the 
French. In neither case did it seem to me possible to pass by the incident 
without indicating the anxiety which it had caused us. 

The French Ambassador’s explanation was a mixture of candour and 
ingenuity. He said, in the first place, that everyone knew that the French 
military position in Cilicia was so precarious that they were bound to con- 
clude peace with Mustapha Kemal in order to get out their troops and to 
avoid the enormous expenditure of a protracted campaign. This was as 
well known to us as to everybody else. 

Further, as to our complaint of being kept in the dark, M. Briand claimed 
that he had informed Mr. Lloyd George at every stage, if not of the actual 
details, at least of the lines upon which he was proceeding, and he conceived 
that he was acting in strict co-operation with his allies in what he had done. 

I remarked that I had heard of no such revelations, and that I could not 
help thinking that there had been some exaggeration in the explanations of 
M. Briand. Several opportunities had occurred of acquainting the Foreign 
Office with what had passed, and certainly we had been kept entirely in the 
dark. 

His Excellency then explained that, had the matter been left to him to 
conduct by the traditional diplomatic methods, he would have been only 
too glad to have kept us informed with what was passing and to show us the 
document before it was signed. He could see no reason why this should not 
have been done, but we were living in days now when the old conventions 
were not always strictly observed and when conversations took place, and 
arrangements were made between Prime Ministers which sometimes super- 
seded the efforts of the old diplomacy. Had M. Briand been acting as 
Foreign Minister, he would undoubtedly have behaved in the way I had 
suggested. On the other hand, as Prime Minister, he evidently thought he 
had discharged his duty by whatever communications he had made to the 
British Prime Minister. 

I replied to this argument, which did not altogether convince me, by 
postulating a situation in which the British Government having done the 
same or a similar thing, and the Comte de Saint-Aulaire having come to 
me on instructions from his Government to make a protest, I had delivered 
the reply with which I had just been favoured by him. Would he have been 
altogether satisfied with such an explanation? 

His Excellency endeavoured to dismiss the subject as one of no great 
importance, arising from the peculiar circumstances of the hour. 

I said that I was not content to accept this plea and that I had discharged 
what I thought was a necessary duty in informing him of the point of view, 
from which we had no alternative but to regard it. 

Iam, &c., 
CuRZON OF KEDLESTON 
6 See No. 60, n. 4. 
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No. 122 


Lord Hardinge (Parts) to Earl Curzon (Received April 20, 2.30 p.m.) 
No. 214 Telegraphic [E 4689/22/44] 


Urgent PARIS, April 20, 1921, 11.30 a.m. 

Your Lordship’s telegram No. 176.! 

I called on President of the Council this afternoon? and in long interview 
I impressed upon him as forcibly as possible the arguments contained in 
Your Lordship’s despatch No. 9473 as well as those contained in the above 
mentioned telegram in support of immediate appointment of General 
Harington to supreme command in Constantinople. 

I pointed out to him that military situation in Constantinople, owing to 
Turco-Greek campaign round Smyrna and withdrawal of Greek troops, 
had become so critical from point of view of safety of the Allied forces that 
it was essential to take a broader view of supreme command than one of 
simply bargaining for various official positions of a subordinate nature on 
various inter-allied commissions. I appealed to him not to allow such a 
question as this, where safety of the allies was involved, to be hampered by 
pettifogging interests of various government departments but to treat the 
question on broad lines and in a generous spirit in the same manner as we 
had treated the French Government during the prosecution of the great war 
in France. 

M. Briand apparently received my representations with sympathy and 
interest. 

He admitted that he knew nothing of details of questions involved but 
that he believed objection to be raised entirely by military authorities. He 
would therefore send for Minister of War* tomorrow and endeavour to 
find a satisfactory solution to this question. I have given him a short note 
for his information and assistance. 

t No. 113. 2 April 19. 3 No. 85. 4 M. Louis Barthou. 

5 Dated April 19. A copy of this atde-mémoire and a copy of the French reply of April 21 
were transmitted in Lord Hardinge’s despatch No. 1184 of April 22, not printed. 


No. 123 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received April 21, 2.45 p.m.) - 
No. 185 Telegraphic [C 8196/60/19] 
ATHENS, April 20, 1921, 8.30 p.m. 
My immediately preceding telegram.! 
Besides question of further uncovered issue of notes, is there not grave 
objection to extension of Banks privileges to ‘countries recently annexed’ 
t No. 184 of April 20. This stated: ‘Greek Government submitted to Chamber yesterday 
evening convention concluded with National Bank extending Bank’s privilege of issuing 
notes to ‘‘countries recently annexed to Greece’’, prolonging that privilege for twenty years, 


borrowing 550,000,000 drachmac from Bank, and allowing it to “increase provisionally by 
500,000,000 value of notes in circulation on Bank’s own account”’.’ 
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which presumably means Thrace? In the first place Treaty of Sévres is not 
ratified and in second place will not such privileges clash with those of 
Ottoman Bank? 

Italian Minister is on leave but Italian Delegate,? French Minister and I 
all agree that Commission and three Governments separately shoul i enter 
formal protest and leave it at that. 

As Greek Government have asked consent of Commission but are going 
ahead without awaiting it, I am taking no action on your telegram No. 72.3 


2 President of the International Financial Commission. 3 No. 117. 


No. 124 


Sir H, Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Received April 26) 


No. 403 [E 4899/143/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, April 20, 1921 
My Lord, 

The Locum Tenens of the Greek Patriarchate,' accompanied by two lay 
members of the Greek Patriarchate called on me on the 18th instant to 
thank me for having attended the funeral service for the late Locum Tenens, 
Monseigneur Dorotheos.? 

2. After expressing once again the hope that Great Britain would continue 
to interest herself in the fortunes of the unredeemed Greeks, the Locum 
Tenens went on to say that he feared that the Inter-Allied Censorship was 
not holding an even balance between the Greek and Turkish Press. Thus, 
for instance, the Censorship in question apparently cut out of the Greek 
press reports of atrocities committed by the Nationalists on Greek subjects or 
Ottoman Greeks, whilst it had allowed one Turkish paper to attack the 
Patriarchate for holding a service in memory of the Greeks who have fallen 
in the recent fighting. —The Locum Tenens said that if this procedure con- 
tinued to be followed it might exacerbate the feelings of the unredeemed 
Greeks and have dangerous consequences. 

3. I replied that I would go into the matter but that the Allied Censor- 
ship was concerned to cut out anything in the press which might contribute 
still further to inflame feelings which were already embittered by the renewal 
of hostilities in Anatolia. In point of fact, the Inter-Allied Censorship, 
principally at the instigation of this High Commission, has been exercising 
very strict vigilance over the press and has performed its duties very satis- 
factorily. Any appearance of bias against the Greeks, however, may be 
ascribed to French or Italian influence; indeed, the British Censor, in order 
to obviate this as far as possible, does more than his fair share of the work. 

4. I then enquired of the Locum Tenens whether it was a fact, as reported 
in the press, that the Patriarchate had urged the Greek Government to 


? Monsignor Nicolas, the Archbishop of Caesarea. 
2 Monsignor Dorotheos had died in London on March 18. 
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reinstate in their Commands the Venizelist officers now at Constantinople. 
The Locum Tenens admitted that he had taken the step in question in an 
unofficial manner. I suggested that the Patriarchate was indulging in politi- 
cal activities which were bound to produce an unfortunate impression on 
Turkish opinion. He replied that he had acted in the interests of public 
order because he thought it desirable to get the Venizelist officers away 
from this town. In reply to a further suggestion of mine the gentlemen who 
accompanied the Locum Tenens admitted, quite freely, that the motive in 
asking for the reinstatement of the Venizelist officers was in order that the 
Greek Army should be better equipped to defeat the Nationalist forces. I 
then remarked that the Greek Patriarchate could hardly be surprised if its 
motives were misinterpreted and caused resentment. 

5. The situation created at Constantinople by the resumption of hostilities 
in Anatolia is, I venture to think, without precedent. On the one hand arms 
have been disappearing from various dumps at Constantinople for some 
little time past. Machine guns belonging to the armed Turkish force still in 
this town have also disappeared, and there is little doubt that these weapons 
have found their way to the Nationalist forces. I have made strong repre- 
sentations on this subject to the Minister for Foreign Affairs and have said 
that if any more leakage occurs the remaining machine guns will be with- 
drawn from the Turkish force in question. It is likewise impossible to 
disregard the numerous reports to the effect that the Italians are supplying 
the Nationalists with a considerable quantity of arms and munitions. On 
the other hand the Greeks are freely using the Sea of Marmora for belligerent 
operations. They have even used Constantinople as a Naval base from which 
to prevent Turkish subjects returning to Turkey and three days ago a Greek 
destroyer took 157 Turkish subjects, who were returning to Constantinople, 
off a Bulgarian ship coming from Varna. The Greek destroyer subsequently 
returned to Constantinople.3 

I have, &c. 


Horace RuMBOLD 
3 See No. 128, n. 2, below. 


No. 125 


Earl Curzon to Lord Granville (Athens) 
No. 75 Telegraphic [E 4525/143/44]' 
FOREIGN OFFICE, April 21, 1921, 3.30 p.m. 


Your tel. no. 177 (of April 15th.2 Greek proposal to use Lemnos as base for 
examining vessels). 


t The draft only of this telegram is preserved in the Foreign Office archives. 

2 In this telegram, Lord Granville stated: ‘I hear unofficially that Greek Government 
are anxious to use Lemnos as examination base for ships suspected of carrying contraband 
of war for Kemal. Would there be any objection? I shall no doubt be asked officially... . I 
suppose she [Greece] has legal right to declare and make effective blockade of certain ports?’ 


146 


For reasons given in my tel. no. 71 (of April 16)3 we do not consider that 
either Greeks or Turks are entitled in the present hostilities to the ordinary 
rights of a belligerent. We are, therefore, not at present prepared to recognize 
right of Greek Gov[ernmen]t to visit and search vessels or declare a blockade, 
and if a British vessel is seized or stopped, we shall feel justified in preferring 
a claim against the Greek Gov[ernmen]t. You should inform the Greek Gov- 
[ernmen]t accordingly and add that since Allied forces are not allowing war 
material to reach Kemalists through Constantinople, where they are in a 
position to stop it effectively, their action in any case renders unnecessary 
the exercise of belligerent rights over shipping in the Aegean sea and the 
establishment of a base at Lemnos. 

Repeated to Constantinople, Paris and Rome.‘ 


3 No. 112. 

4 In his telegrams No. 186 to Paris and No. 145 to Rome of April 21, Lord Curzon 
instructed Lord Hardinge and Sir G. Buchanan as follows: ‘You should communicate point 
of view of His Majesty’s Government to Government to which you are accredited, and 
express hope that they concur.’ 


No. 126 


Earl Curzon to Lord Granville (Athens) 
No. 77 Telegraphic [E 4650/143/44| 
FOREIGN OFFICE, April 21, 1921, 6 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 174 (of April 14th,)' and Constantinople telegram 
No. 284 (of April rgth.? British officers with Greek forces). 

You should bring facts to the attention of your French colleague and ask 
that, if this unfounded report has been passed on to the French Government, 
he should arrange that it be now formally and emphatically contradicted. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 245. 


! In this telegram Lord Granville reported: ‘French Minister tells me confidentially that 
French Military Authorities at Constantinople declare that British officers took active part 
in Greek operations before Eskishehr acting as staff officers while one Colonel took command 
of the Greek Cavalry in these (operations ?) and was nearly caught by Turks.’ 

2 This ran: ‘Athens telegram No. 174. General Harington informs me that British 
officers who accompanied Greek forces had strictest orders to confine themselves entirely 
to observations of operations. He is satisfied that his orders were exactly obeyed. Other 
allied officers including French were present at operations.’ 
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No. 127 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Recetved April 22, 1.15 p.m.) 


No. 290 Telegraphic (E 4744/143/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, April 21, 1921, 6.10 p.m. 


Your Lordship’s telegrams Nos. 232! and 236.2 

General Harington has agreed to pay from army funds additional expenses 
of British officers on proposed commissions of enquiry. 

My colleagues agree in principle to the despatch of three commissions to 
regions indicated in Your Lordship’s telegram No. 232 but we are awaiting 
formal assent of French Government to the despatch of these commissions 
of enquiry. Italian High Commissioner is prepared to agree to these com- 
missions on his own authority. 

Commissions will consist of an officer and orderly from each of the Allied 
commands with one (? interpreter) for each commission. My colleagues and 
I think that first commission could enquire into organization of bands on 
Greco-Bulgarian frontier and there is no reason why first commission should 
not also enquire into alleged persecutions in Gallipoli peninsula. 

General Harington whom I have consulted hopes that measures recently 
taken in the shape of despatch of gendarmerie will deal with alleged troubles 
on the Upper Bosphorus. 


1 No. 111. 
2 Not printed. This reported allegations made by the Turkish Representative in London 
of further Greek atrocities in the Upper Bosphorus, Eastern Thrace, and Gallipoli. 


No. 128 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Recetved April 23, 10.45 a.m.) 


No. 293 Telegraphuc [E 4789/143/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, April 22, 1921, 5 p.m. 


I have consulted General Officer Commanding-in-Chief and Senior 
Naval Officer.' 

Greeks are undoubtedly using Constantinople as a supply base. They 
have lately bought here horses mules and military lorries and General 
Harington has refused a direct offer from Greek military authorities to buy 
at a fantastic price 4,000 sets of old equipment. 


! This telegram is presumably a reply to Lord Curzon’s telegram No. 237 of April 18, 
not printed, which ran: ‘(Neutrality of Marmora and Straits). Turkish representative states 
that Greeks send troops and military supplies from Constantinople to Asiatic shore of 
Marmora. Is there any truth in this?’ 
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Apart from incident of ‘Kyril’? Greek ships are daily loading large quan- 
tities of stores and material at Galata Stamboul and in Golden Horn and 
Senior Naval Officer has little doubt that considerable numbers of personnel 
are also transferred in this way. 

At a meeting with my French colleague and my Italian colleague this 
morning we discussed this question and are of opinion that neither side 
should be allowed to use Constantinople in any way as a military or naval 
base. My colleagues are telegraphing to their Governments in this sense.? 


2 In his telegram No. 282 of April 19, not printed, Sir H. Rumbold had reported as 
follows: ‘I am now informed that a Greek destroyer has stopped in the Black Sea Bulgarian 
s.s. ““Kyril’? bound from Varna to Constantinople and taken off as prisoners of war 157 
Turkish refugees and two stowaways. Turks had passes issued by Spanish Consuls at Varna 
and Bourgas.’ In his following telegram, No. 283 of April 19, he added: ‘I now learn that 
Greek destroyer in question has returned to Constantinople which is thus clearly being used 
as a Greek naval base.’ He further reported, in Constantinople telegram No. 289 of 
April 21: *. . . the Turkish refugees taken off the Bulgarian ship “‘Kyril’’ by a Greek 
destroyer were conveyed by the (? latter) at night through the Bosphorus and taken to 
Ismid.’ 

3 Lord Curzon replied, telegram No. 259 of April 26: ‘I propose subject to concurrence 
of War Office and Admiralty to send immediate instructions to His Majesty’s Ambassador 
at Paris and Rome to invite French and Italian Governments to instruct their High Com- 
missioners and naval and military authorities at once to co-operate with their British 
colleagues in sense which you desire.’ (See No. 139, below.) 


No. 129 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received April 23, 11.30 a.m.) 
No. 190 Telegraphic [E 4791/143/44] 
ATHENS, April 22, 1921, 8.20 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 75.! 

I have addressed note? accordingly to Greek Government. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs in conversation yesterday referred to question 
of neutrality and without attempting to deny correctness of attitude of his 
Majesty’s Government in prohibiting export of war material argued that it 
resulted in practice, in great unfairness towards Greeks as Italian and 
possibly even French material was undoubtedly being supplied to Kemalists. 
I said that I saw no possibility of His Majesty’s Government changing their 
attitude but that if he could supply any definite proofs of material being sent 
to Kemalists His Majesty’s Government might possibly be willing to draw 
attention of Italian Government to it. He said that he would endeavour to 
do so but I have (? the impression that) though Greeks have (? very serious) 
grounds for their belief they are not in a position to furnish proofs. My 
French colleague has just learnt from someone who has returned from those 


1 No. 125. 
2 Of April 22, not printed. A copy was transmitted to the Foreign Office in Athens 
despatch No. 186 of May 2, not printed. See No. 141, below. 
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parts that Italians have built good road from Adalia to Konia on which 

there is a motor lorry service and also that a light railway built by Germans 

between Adana and Aidin Railway is still in working order. These afford 

ample facilities for traffic in war material if Italians are really allowing it. 
Repeated to Constantinople. 


No. 130 


Memorandum by Mr. Forbes Adam' and Mr. H. W. Malkin? on the 
Supply of War Material to Greece 


[E 4746/143/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, April 22, 1921 


It was decided in December last, as one of the sanctions against King 
Constantine, to suspend the supply of war material to Greece, and it would 
not appear that during the recent conference in London any very specific 
agreement was reached as to an actual prohibition of export. It seems to 
have been generally agreed among the principal Allies, however, that if 
fighting was to be renewed between the Turks and the Greeks they must 
remain neutral. 

2. The legal aspect of this attitude of neutrality towards the present 
Greco-Turkish hostilities has since been carefully considered at the Foreign 
Office, and the view was taken that the relation of the principal Allies to the 
Greeks and the Turks should not be regarded as analogous to that of neutral 
States towards the belligerents generally, and in particular during the recent 
war, since the present belligerents were two parties with whom the principal 
Allies had recently been seated at conference here in London, and to both 
of whom identical proposals of peace had been submitted.’ It had also been 
made clear to both the Greeks and the Turks that, while the principal 
Allied Powers could undertake no responsibility for restraining either of the 
two parties from such movements as they might consider necessary to secure 
the safety of their armies, the responsibility for such movements must rest 
on those who took them. While the proposals of peace were still under 
discussion, one party had attacked the other. 

3. Since, therefore, His Majesty’s Government and the Allied authorities 
at Constantinople were preventing the despatch of munitions of war to the 
Kemalists, and since His Majesty’s Government had protested strongly to 
the Italian Government? in the matter of the alleged supply of war material 
to the Kemalists, whether by the Italian Government or by private Italian 
firms, it was felt at the Foreign Office that we must adopt a consistent 
attitude and intervene, so far as the powers of His Majesty’s Government 

1 A member of the Eastern Department of the Foreign Office. 

2 An assistant Legal Adviser in the Foreign Office. 3 See No. 3. 


4 See No. 112. 5 Vol. XV, No. 53, Appendix 2, No. 58, n. 3, and No. 59. 
6 See Nos. 54, 82, 100, n. 2, 102, 106. 
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went, to prevent the export of munitions of war to the Greeks. The Greek 
Chargé d’Affaires was therefore informed’ on the 14th April that ‘His 
Majesty’s Government have agreed with their Allies to adopt an attitude of 
strict neutrality in regard to the present hostilities in Asia Minor, and they 
have therefore decided that no facilities can be accorded for the export of 
war material from this country to either Greece or Turkey.’ A copy of this 
note and of other relevant correspondence was sent® to the Board of Trade, 
who, together with the Department of Overseas Trade, had previously 
been informed verbally of the attitude which the Foreign Office had decided 
to adopt. 

It is understood that the French Government are adopting precisely the 
same attitude as His Mayjesty’s Government, and it is believed that the 
Italian Government are acting similarly. They have certainly concurred in 
this line of policy being adopted by the principal Allies.° 

4. The power of His Majesty’s Government to withhold such facilities 
is, in fact, confined to various Orders in Council, consolidated in the Order 
in Council of the 24th March last, published in the ‘Board of Trade Journal,’!° 
which gives a list of various munitions of war which can only be exported 
under licence from this country. This list really comprises only arms and 
ammunition, &c., and would not extend to such supplies as military boots, 
blankets, &c. The object of the above Order in Council was to enable His 
Majesty’s Government to carry out the Arms Traffic Convention," which 
generally prohibits the supply of arms and ammunition to certain specified 
areas. The Arms Traffic Convention, as such, has not yet been ratified by 
the signatories or entered into force, but the principal Allies have agreed to 
apply it!? so far as the prohibited areas mentioned in the convention are 
concerned, and one of these is pre-war Asiatic Turkey. 

5. It is not unprecedented for a State to prohibit the export of munitions 
to another State for special reasons which appear to justify that course. At 
present, all the States represented in China, with the exception of Holland, 
are restraining their nationals from exporting to, or importing into, China 
arms and munitions until the establishment of a Government whose authority 
is recognised throughout the whole country. The reason given to the 
Chinese Government for this action was that the Powers concerned ‘in 
considering the present state of disunion between north and south in China 
have been impressed by the fact that the continued possibility of importing 
military arms and ammunition into the country from abroad could not but 
exercise a disturbing influence,’ and that they were ‘firmly determined to 
discountenance any condition or action which might favour the reversion 
to hostilities.’!3 

6. Again, a joint resolution of Congress on the 14th March, 1912, gave the 


7 In a Note, not printed. 8 On April 14. 
9° Cf. No. 135, below. 10 Of March 31, 1921, p. 363. 
1 Of September 10, 1919. The text is given in Cmd. 414 of 1919 and B.F.S.P., vol. 112, 
pp. 909-25. 12 This agreement had been made in July, 1920. 


i3 See F.R.U.S. 1979, vol. 1, p. 670. 
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President power to prohibit the export of arms to any American country in 
which it it was found that ‘conditions of domestic violence exist which are 
promoted by the use of arms or munitions of war procured from the United 
States.’ Acting under this power, President Wilson on the 12th July, 1919, 
prohibited the export of arms and munitions of war to Mexico.'4 

7. Although the action now taken in regard to Greece and Turkey has 
not been promoted by considerations of neutrality as generally understood, 
it may be pointed out that, while ‘a neutral Power is not bound to prevent 
the export or transit on behalf of one or other of the belligerents of arms or 
munitions of war’ (5th Hague Convention, article 7), there is nothing to 
prevent a neutral Power from doing so if it thinks fit, and this has sometimes 
been done, as, for instance, by Switzerland and Belgium during the Franco- 


German War.!5 
E. G. F. ADAM 
H. W. MALkKIN 


14 See F.R.U.S. 1919, vol. 2, pp. 551-3. 1s Of 1870. 


No. 131 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Recetved April 24, 10 a.m.) 
No. 195 Telegraphic [C 8354/60/19] 


ATHENS, April 23, 1921, 7.30 p.m. 

My telegram No. 189.! 

French Minister addressed a note to Greek Government yesterday under 
instructions, protesting against the extension of Bank’s privileges to new 
territories as Treaty of Sévres is not yet in force and measure would violate 
privileges of Ottoman Bank which is considered a French establishment. 
Note added that consent to new issue of notes could not be given owing to the 
allied declaration of December 5th.? 

! This telegram of April 22 referred to Athens telegram No. 184 (see No. 123, n. 1) and 
explained : ‘Convention specifies the extension of privileges to “territories annexed in virtue 


of Treaty of Sévres’’.’ 
2 See Vol. VIII, No. 99, appendix 2, and Vol. XII, No. 463. 


No. 132 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Recewed April 27, 10.30 a.m.) 
No. 304! Telegraphic [E 4966/143/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, April 26, 1921, 2 p.m. 
My telegram No. 290.? 
French Government have informed French Chargé d’Affaires here that 


they cannot agree to be represented on proposed commissions of enquiry. 
1 Despatched out of order. 2 No. 127. 
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In their view these commissions would be useless because they could not 
‘apply sanctions’. 

In view of this decision of French Government Italian High Commissioner 
does not see his way to take part in proposed commissions of enquiry. 

General Harington and I regret this decision of French Government. I 
have suggested to General Harington and he concurs that we might send 
one British commission to Ismid Peninsula which was formerly within his 
sphere and another British commission to Orkhan Ghazi. I trust that 
Your Lordship may approve of this proposal.3 French Government have 
apparently failed to appreciate motives of our original suggestion for com- 
missions of enquiry namely that they would approximately establish the 
accuracy or otherwise of outrages alleged to have been perpetrated by both 
sides and act as a check to the recurrence of these outrages besides giving 
confidence to inhabitants of regions in question. 


3 Lord Curzon replied in his telegram No. 269 of April 29 as follows: ‘Appointment of 
two commissions is approved on the assumption that they will be responsible to you and 


report to you.’ 


No. 133 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzu 
(Recetved April 27, 11 a.m.) 


No. 302 Telegraphic [E 4965/47/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, April 26, 1921, 2.30 p.m. 


Your telegrams Nos. 250 and 251.! 

I have consulted General Harington. In our view there are practical 
and political objections to internment proposal. General Harington explains 
that he cannot provide necessary guard for such a considerable number of 
Turks. We see no reason why responsibility for guarding these Turks should 
devolve entirely on us as would probably be the case since it is very doubtful 
whether French and Italians would consent to share this responsibility. I 
am under the impression that they consider Greeks had no right to take 
Turks in question off Japanese ship. If Turks are legitimate prisoners of war 
we do not see why we should relieve Greeks of responsibility for guarding 
them. 

Objections from political point of view are that if we accept responsibility 
on behalf of Greeks for these repatriated Turkish prisoners we incur the 


' Telegram No. 250 of April 23 stated that the Greek Government had (1) agreed to 
the Japanese proposal that the Turkish prisoners from Vladivostok on the ‘Heimei Maru’ 
(see No. 118) should be landed at Constantinople, provided the Japanese Government in 
agreement with His Majesty’s Government would afford adequate guarantees against their 
departure from their place of internment; (2) suggested that the prisoners be interned at 
Constantinople and placed, pending the cessation of hostilities, under the control of the 
allied military authorities. Telegram No. 251 of the same date informed Sir H. Rumbold 
that the prisoners comprised 100 officers and 1,000 men, and requested him to consult 
General Harington regarding the internment proposal. 
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whole of the unpopularity of such a proceeding in the eyes of Turks, and 
should any of these prisoners subsequently manage to join Nationalist 
forces (? we) should be exposed to complaints from Greeks. 

I hope that proposal will not be pressed. 

Please see General Harington’s telegram? to War Office on the subject. 


2 No. 236 of April 25, not printed. 


No. 134 


Earl Curzon to Lord Hardinge (Parts) and Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 
No. 201 Telegraphic: by bag [E 4778/143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, April 26, 1921 


Constantinople telegram No. 263 (of April 12th:2 activities of Veniselist 
Greeks in Constantinople). 

I prefer that an announcement should be made by Principal Allied High 
Commissioners at Constantinople that as the Principal Allies are neutral in 
the present hostilities and responsible for Constantinople, no recruiting by 
either side can be allowed there. Declaration should at the same time make 
it clear that no obstacle will be put in the way of individual Greeks or Turks 
who may desire to leave Constantinople for Greece or Anatolia respectively. 

Please approach Government to which you are accredited, accordingly 
and invite them, if they concur, to send immediate instructions to their 
High Commissioner at Constantinople. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 2453 and Athens No. 84. 


1 No. 201 to Paris, No. 154 to Rome. 2 No. 103. 

3 This number is given as No. 256 on the draft. In his telegram No. 337 of May 9g, 
Sir H. Rumbold reported: ‘Draft proclamation in this sense has been approved by allied 
High Commissioners and will be published when my French colleague receives the authori- 
zation of his Government.’ 


No. 135 


Earl Curzon to Lord Hardinge (Parts) and Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 
No. 202! Telegraphic: by bag [E 4791/143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, April 26, 1921 


His Majesty’s Government are using powers conferred by Order in Council 
of March 24th (see Board of Trade Journal) in connection with application 
of Arms Traffic Convention to refuse all licenses [sec] for export of arms and 
ammunition for Greece.? No such export is, of course, allowed to Kemalists. 


' No. 202 to Paris, No. 156 to Rome. 
2 See No. 130. The files of the Foreign Office contain copies of numerous communications 
refusing requests for licences to export war materials to Greece. 
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Please ascertain from Government to which you are accredited whether 
they are refusing licenses [sic] for export to Greeks and Kemalists and, if 
sO, precise nature of such articles. 

Repeated to Athens No. 85 and Constantinople No. 257. 


No. 136 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received April 28, 3 p.m.) 
No. 200 Telegraphic [E 5026/143/44] 


ATHENS, April 27, 1921, 9.15 p.m. 

My telegram No. 190.! 

In conversation with French Minister yesterday on question of right of 
search etc., Minister for Foreign Affairs said that Greek Government had 
not yet decided what line to take; he indicated that they were considering 
possibility of suggesting to Allies not to depart from their principle of neut- 
rality but to act on It in reverse sense i.e. to give free export of war material 
for both Greeks and Kemalists. Greek Government if they do make this 
suggestion, obviously hope to be able to get far more than Kemalists. I do 
not suppose such a suggestion could be accepted but I do think that British 
trade is now suffering or likely to suffer by others and possibly even our 
Allies taking contracts for war material which British firms could take but 
have to refuse owing to prohibition of export (see my telegram No. 171).? 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs inform me that large quantities of war material 
are going to Kemal (? from) Novorossisk and points out that Allied precau- 
tions at Constantinople do not prevent material reaching Black Sea ports. 


1 No. 129. 2 See No. 112, n. 2. 


No. 137 


Letter from Mr. Oliphant to the Secretary to the Army Council 
[E 4654/143/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, April 27, 1921 
Sir:— 

With reference to your letter 0152/5825 (M.O.1) of the 8th April,' relative 
to the use by the Greek military authorities of railways in Asia Minor, I am 
directed by Earl Curzon of Kedleston to transmit to you the accompanying 
copy of a letter? from Mr. A. Parker, on behalf of the Council of the Smyrna— 


1 This letter, not printed, transmitted a copy of War Office telegram of April 8 to 
General Harington informing him of the contents of Foreign Office telegram No. 209 of 
April 7 to Sir H. Rumbold (No. 93). 

2 Of April 18, not printed. 
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Aidin Railway Company, regarding the instructions issued to his Company 
by the Inter-Allied Military Railway Commission.? 

2. The legal position with regard to the claim of the Railway Company 
would appear to be that the territory through which the railway runs is 
technically covered by Armistice conditions, for the observance of which 
the Principal Allied Governments are responsible. Since the Greeks have, 
on their own responsibility, broken these Armistice conditions, the principal 
Allied Powers would seem to be within their nights in giving, through the 
Inter-Allied Military Railway Commission, instructions to the Company to 
withhold facilities for Greek military movements. Consequently no claim 
would lie against the Allied Governments for their action, though a claim 
would appear to lie against the Greek Government in the event of the 
requisition of the Company’s railway. 

3. I am to state that, subject to the concurrence of the Army Council, 
His Lordship would propose to reply to Mr. Parker’s letter generally on the 
above lines. 

4. His Lordship would be glad at the same time, to learn if the Smyrna— 
Aidin railway line has in fact been requisitioned by the Greeks. 

Iam, &c., 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 

3 These instructions, signed by Captain Lacroix, Delegate of the Inter-Allied Military 
Railway Commission at Smyrna, stated that ‘the rolling stock and the personnel of the 
railways must not be put at the disposal of the Hellenic Army for any transport of troops, 
supplies and munitions of war in connection with the offensive which is now taking place.’ 

The instructions added: ‘If the Hellenic Military authorities should requisition [the rail- 
way], they will be held responsible for all damages which would result for the Company 


concerned.’ 
¢ A reply, not printed, was made on May 17. 


No. 138 


Earl Curzon to Lord Hardinge (Paris) 
No. 205 Telegraphic [E 4763/22/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, April 28, 1921, 4.5. p.m. 


Your telegram No. 220! and despatch No. 1184? of 22nd April. (General 
Harington’s command.) 

You should inform Ministry of Foreign Affairs that His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment greatly appreciate the evident desire of the French Government to 
terminate the present deadlock but His Majesty’s Government entertain the 


1 In this telegram of April 22 Lord Hardinge transmitted the substance of a Note of 
April 21 from the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs stating that the President of the 
Council would ‘willingly agree that military command be assumed by General Harington 
without delay provided His Majesty’s Government for their part make a favourable 
pronouncement on principle of requests made by French Government with which His 
Majesty’s Government have for a long time been fully acquainted.’ 

2 See No. 122, n. 4. | 


156 


strongest objection of principle to the conditions hitherto attached to the 
French Government’s acquiescence.3 His Majesty’s Government are prepared 
to admit that conceivable changes of circumstances might alter their view 
but they cannot surrender in advance their right to decide both cases when 
they arise in the manner which may then seem best. If the above declaration 
fails to afford satisfaction to the French Government His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment regret that the present precarious situation in Constantinople must 
continue. 
Repeated to Constantinople No. 263. 


3 See Nos. 35 and 57. See also Vol. XIII, No. 205. 


No. 139 


Earl Curzon to Lord Hardinge (Paris) and Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 
No. 212! Telegraphic: by bag [E 5019/143/44]? 
FOREIGN OFFICE, April 29, 1921, 7 p.m. 


My tel[egram] No. 259 to Cons[tantino]ple (April 26th. Neutrality of 
Cons[tantino]ple)3 repeated to Rome No. 158. 

Admiralty & W[ar] O[ffice] concur. Please therefore ask Gov[ernmen]t to 
which you are accredited to instruct their authorities at Cons[tantino]ple to 
join British authorities in taking measures necessary to prevent either Greeks 
or Kemalists from using Cons[tantino]ple or any Turkish territory in the 
effective occupation of the principal Allies as a naval or military base. 

Repeated to Athens & Constantinople.* 

! No. 212 to Paris, No. 165 to Rome. 


2 The draft only of this telegram is preserved in the Foreign Office archives. 
3 No. 128, n. 3. 4 As Nos. 102 and 272 respectively. 


No. 140 


Earl Curzon to Lord Granville (Athens) 
No. 105 Telegraphic [E 5026/143/44] 
| FOREIGN OFFICE, April 30, 1921, 6 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 200! (of April 27th: refusal of licences for the export 
of arms and ammunition to Greece). 

No concrete evidence has so far reached His Majesty’s Government that 
British trade has been put at a disadvantage competitively as a result of the 
refusal of licences for the export of arms and ammunition from the United 
Kingdom to Greece and Turkey. Such evidence would not in any case 
justify a reversal of the policy. 

Please report any information reaching you regarding the supply of arms 
and ammunition by other Powers to Greece or Turkey. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 277. 


! No. 136. 
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No. 141 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received May 2, 11.30 a.m.) 
No. 209 Telegraphic [E 5126/143/44]| 
ATHENS, May 1, 1921, 10.30 a.m. 


Your telegram No. 75! and my telegram No. 190.? 

Italian Chargé d’ Affaires has addressed to Greek Government note similar 
to mine of April 22nd.3 French Counsellor made verbal statement to Minister 
of Justice in the same sense. 

I have now received long note,* in reply, from Minister for Foreign 
Affairs asking His Majesty’s Government to reconsider their attitude in 
spirit of goodwill and equity. 

Note points out that declaration by Powers places Greek Government in 
embarrassing situation, for there is a war in which there are neutrals but no 
belligerents able to exercise belligerent rights. Note explains that owing to 
non-ratification of treaty of Sévres a state of war exists between Allies 
including Greece on the one hand and Ottoman Government on the other. 

Relations amongst Allies themselves are governed by Alliance and terms 
of treaty drawn up in common whereas terms of armistice govern state of 
war existing with Turkey. 

Kemalists certainly possess status of belligerents and Kemal’s powers 
received international recognition when Allied Powers invited him to 
London Conference5 and negotiated with him. Fusion took place there 
between the two Ottoman delegations and the two Allies concluded agree- 
ments with Kemal. 

Since that time Turkey of Constantinople and Turkey of Angora have 
become one single international and juridical . . .6 personally responsible for 
its acts. It is responsible for prolongation of war and it has eluded its inter- 
national engagements. It profited by long delay necessary for negotiating 
treaty to improve its military position and thus opposed application of treaty 
and it instigated Kemalists in defiance of international engagements. Note 
argues that Allied action in preventing war material from reaching Kemal 
via Constantinople is not sufficient to render unnecessary exercise of Greek 
control as Turkey can receive supplies from other quarters and a very active 
contraband is taking place both in the Aegean Sea and Black Sea. Exercise 
of control by Greece is a means whereby she can diminish power of resistance 
of common enemy. If occupation of Constantinople by Allies is going to 
limit Greek action it might cause considerable military inconveniences for 
Greece in future whereas if relations of Allies with two parties in dispute are 


t No. 125. 2 No. 129. 3 Not printed. See Nos. 125 and 129. 

4 A copy of this note, No. 4229 of April 17/30, was transmitted to the Foreign Office in 
Athens despatch No. 186 of May 2, not printed. The text is given in Frangulis, ii, pp. 
331-3, who dates it April 28. 

S Of February 18 to March 18. See Vol. XV, Chap. II. 

6 The text is here uncertain. 
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to assume any particular character this should be in nature of reinforcing 
belligerent rights of Greece. 

Note explains that Greece was obliged to anticipate Kemal’s attack before 
he had obtained reinforcements. It reminds Allies of mandate originally 
given to Greece in Asia Minor’? and states that as Greek people undertook 
this mission in common interests of Allies they had right to expect their” 
support in completing task. 

Copies by post.¢ 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


7 See Vol. I, No. 10, minute 8. 


No. 142 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received May 3, 10.50 a.m.) 


No. 314. Telegraphic [E 5187/143/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, May 2, 1921, 6.35 p.m. 

Your tel[egram] No. 75! to Athens. 

Commandant of Greek Naval Base at Constantinople has communicated 
to Captains of port following substance of an order by General Papoulas 
dated April 26th. 

‘All communication by sea is forbidden between southern coast of Marmora 
and all other ports including Constantinople. Zone affected by this measure 
comprises coast occupied by Greek forces and extends from Yalova to 
Karabigha (British zone). 

All arrival or departure of merchant shipping under whatsoever flag is 
formally forbidden as from evening of April 29th. 

Any vessel arriving after this date will be seized, her cargo confiscated, and 
crew brought before a court martial. Foreign men-of-war may call in pro- 
hibited zone but any civilian landing from them will be submitted to a search- 
ing examination even if accompanied by an officer and may not remain in this 
zone without permission of Greek military authorities. 

Departure of any ordinary individual from prohibited zone by whatsoever 
ship or means Is strictly forbidden.’ 

Two detailed orders based on this prohibition were issued on Saturday by 
Captain of Greek Naval Base. 

General Papoulas’s order appears to be in direct conflict with clause 8 of 
armistice terms and runs counter to policy laid down in Your Lordship’s 
instructions. 

Repeated to Athens No. 52. 


1 No. 125. 
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No. 143 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Recetved May 10) 
No. 439 [E 5445/800/44) 


CONSTANTINOPLE, May 2, 1921 
My Lord, 

Armenian opinion continues to be much agitated by the fear of an early 
evacuation of Cilicia by the French forces. In my despatch No. 330 to your 
Lordship of the 30th March, 1921,' I reported the anxiety expressed by the 
head of the Armenian Protestant community in Turkey which was aroused by 
the news of the conclusion of a convention between the French Government 
and the Turkish Nationalists, and it is clear that this anxiety is shared by 
Armenians of all denominations. The Armenian Patriarch? called on me on 
the 26th ultimo, and left with me two memoranda, of which I have the 
honour to enclose copies.! 

2. The first memorandum deals with the apprehensions felt by the spiritual 
chiefs of the three Armenian communities in Turkey as to the fate to which 
their co-religionists will be exposed when the French authorities evacuate 
Cilicia. The Armenian Patriarch urges that France should take a mandate 
over Cilicia. But should the French Government not be willing to assume 
such a mandate, the heads of the Armenian religious bodies advocate the 
adoption of the following five measures :— 


(1.) Progressive evacuation extended over a sufficiently long period. 

(2.) Organisation of a gendarmerie and of a mixed police force under the 
control of French officers. 

(3.) The administration of justice under French supervision. 

(4.) General amnesty to be promulgated by the Turkish Government in 
order to forestall any acts of vengeance. 

(5.) The expatriation and the setting up in other localities of Armenians 
who would not feel safe after the departure of the French. 


3. Whilst expressing sympathy with the Armenian Patriarch in his ap- 
prehensions, I said that I assumed he had, in the first instance, been to see the 
French High Commissioner, who was more immediately concerned. The 
Patriarch replied in the affirmative. I did not gather that he had obtained 
any concrete assurances from General Pellé. I then drew the Patriarch’s 
attention to a leading article which had appeared that morning in the “Bos- 
phore,’ stating, in categoric terms, that it would be a point of honour for the 
French to see that the Christian communities in Cilicia were not molested 
by the Turks. Finally, I informed the Armenian Patriarch that I would for- 
ward to your Lordship the memoranda which he had left with me. 

4. The events of the last two and a half years, and the attitude of the French 
authorities in Cilicia, both civil and military, towards the Christian in- 
habitants of that province appear fully to justify the apprehension of the 


' Not printed. 2 Monsignor Zaven. 
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spiritual chiefs of the Armenian communities. The French administrators 
have repeatedly advised the Armenians to make the best terms they could 
with the Turks or else prepare to leave the country, offering them transport 
to Batoum en route for the Armenian Republic—now overrun by the Soviet 
forces3—or to other destinations such as Cyprus, Egypt and Syria, where 
their presence is not wanted, and where they would have great difficulty 
in making a living. If they chose to remain in Cilicia, it must be at their own 
risk, and without any prospect of protection from the French forces, which 
would shortly be withdrawn. 

5. Such a policy would be in direct contradiction with the engagement by 
which the French Government has bound itself in signing the Tripartite 
Agreement of the roth August, 1920, and the five measures the adoption of 
which is advocated by the heads of the Armenian religious communities 
practically amount to no more than the fulfilment by France of her part of 
the provisions of article 8 of that agreement, namely, that the French and 
Italian Governments will withdraw their troops from the respective areas 
where their special interests are recognised, when the contracting parties are 
agreed in considering that the Treaty of Peace is being executed and that the 
measures accepted by Turkey for the protection of the Christian minorities 
have been put into force, and execution fully guaranteed. 

6. Any comfort which the Armenians may have derived from the French 
Government’s indignant denial of any intention to abandon Cilicia, which was 
communicated in your Lordship’s telegram No. ggo of the 21st October, 
1920,5 has been dissipated by the information which has reached them as to 
the nature and scope of the direct negotiations between the French Govern- 
ment and Bekir Sami Bey.® It would, therefore, seem desirable that Armenian 
opinion should be reassured by some further declaration that their brethren 
in Cilicia will not be sacrificed to the exigencies of French policy in the con- 
vention to be concluded between the French Government and Angora. 


I have, &c., 
Horace RuUMBOLD 
3 See Vol. XII, No. 634. 4 See No. 17, n. 4. 5 Not printed. 
6 See No. 56, n. 3. 
No. 144 
Foreign Office to the Secretary to the Army Council 
[E 4870/13/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, May 2, 1921 

Sir, 
In reply to your letter No. 033/4400 (M.I.2) of the 25th ultimo,' relative 
to the alleged supply of Italian aeroplanes to the Kemalists, I am directed by 
1 Not printed. This transmitted General Harington’s telegram No. 224 of April 21, 
which ran: “That these machines were intended for Nationalists I have no doubt whatever. 


Information I have from agents and other sources is clear. If the Italian Government 
wished to carry out flight as stated from Rome to Constantinople and had asked me I should 
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Earl Curzon of Kedleston to state, for the information of the Army Council, 
that His Lordship concurs with them in regarding as fully justified the action 
taken by Sir C. Harington in this matter. Since, however, His Majesty’s 
Government are unable to quote evidence as to the real destination of these 
machines and since the Greek Government had in fact given their consent 
to a ‘raid’,? it appears difficult to Lord Curzon to find a satisfactory basis for 
making effective representations to the Italian Government, and in view of the 
explanations which have already been given by General Harington to his 
colleagues, His Lordship is disposed to think it undesirable to pursue this 
matter any further with the Italian Government at present. 

Iam, &c.,3 
naturally have agreed and there would not have been all this difficulty. Greek troops were 
under my command at the time of this incident and as they had reason to think aeroplanes 
were destined for the enemy I was justified in giving their action my support. As military 
commandant, I have also strongest objection to aeroplanes, other than allied military 
machines, flying over or alighting at Constantinople. I, myself, have no aeroplanes. There 
is still a state of war and I am responsible for safety of Constantinople. I consider I was 
justified in sanctioning the retention pending reference to you and I resent strongly charge 
of unwarrantable interference which Italian Government has lodged against me. My allied 


military colleagues here have had the case explained to them.’ 
2 See No. 106. 3 Signature lacking in filed copy of the original. 


No. 145 
Memorandum' by Mr. Forbes Adam on the Scutart Gendarmerie Battalion 


FOREIGN OFFICE, May 2, 19217 


The Ismid peninsula has for many months past been infested with brigand 
bands. Since the Greek troops in this area have been engaged in operations 
against the Kemalists, the activities of the brigand bands have increased to 
such an extent that they now not only terrorise the inhabitants but constitute 
a menace to the Allied forces. 

General Harington has received from the French authorities at Constantin- 
ople an invitation to reconstruct the battalion of Turkish gendarmerie belong- 
ing to Scutari in order to re-establish order in the Ismid peninsula. Thi[s] 
invitation he has accepted subject to the following four conditions :— 


(1) That the future action of His Majesty’s Government shall not be 
prejudiced thereby. 

(2) That he shall himself maintain direct relations with the Turkish chief 
of gendarmerie. 

(3) That he shall have full authority as to appointments and dismissals. 

(4) That all the officers employed shall be British and subject only to any 

inspectors who may be appointed by General Harington.? 
' A note of May 3 on the file copy states that this Memorandum was handed to 
M. Berthelot. 


2 The invitation and General Harington’s reply were reported to the War Offfice in 
General Harington’s telegram, No. 179 of April 12, not printed. A copy of this telegram 
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His Majesty’s Government, who approve of the attitude of General Haring- 
ton, are impressed with the precarious situation of the Allied forces at Con- 
stantinople, and with the urgent necessity of taking any measure for rendering 
it less insecure. They have, therefore, instructed His Majesty’s Ambassadors 
in Paris and Rome? to ask for the consent of the French and Italian 
Governments to the reconstruction of the Scutari gendarmerie battalion by 
General Harington, and on the conditions which he has attached to such 
reconstruction, with a view to re-establish order in the Ismid Peninsula. To 
this the Italian Government have replied by instructing the Italian High 
Commissioner to agree provided that he sees no serious objection.* The reply 
communicated to Lord Hardinge by Monsieur Kammerer of the French 
Foreign Office on April 29th,’ however, was that the French Government 
had heard nothing of the proposal, that they would have to consult their 
authorities at Constantinople, that subsequent consultations between the 
French Ministries of Foreign Affairs and War would be necessary, and that 
they could therefore not hope to give any reply for ten days or a fortnight. 

The urgency of this matter has been referred to above. His Majesty’s 
Government, while most anxious to do nothing except in agreement with 
their Allies, fear that the present occasion is one which demands instant 
action and trust, therefore, that the French Government will give their assent, 
without reference to Constantinople, to a proposal which in fact originated 
with the French authorities there. 


was communicated to the Foreign Office by the War Office (0152/5774 (M.I. 2.)) on 
April 18. In this telegram General Harington stated: ‘French note is so worded as not to 
make clear that this unit will come completely under my orders.’ 

3 In Foreign Office telegram No. 189 to Paris, No. 146 to Rome, of April 22, and repeated 
to Constantinople as No. 247. 

4 This was reported in Sir G. Buchanan’s telegram, No. 137 of April 24, not printed. 

8 This reply was reported by Lord Hardinge in his telegram No. 240, April 29, not 
printed. 


No. 146 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received May 4, 3.30 p.m.) 


No. 318 Telegraphic [E 5261 /143/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, May 3, 1921, 12.30 p.m. 


Your Lordship’s telegram No. 262.! 

Before carrying out Your Lordship’s instructions I venture to submit follow- 
ing considerations to you. 

It will be almost impossible for me to ask my French colleague to arrange 
to telegraph contradiction of story that British officers took an active part 
in Greek operations without having to give away the exact source of our 


! This telegram of April 28 ran: ‘You should ask your French colleague to arrange to 
have contradiction telegraphed to Paris.’ 
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information which I understand from Athens telegram No. 174? was a state- 
ment made in confidence by French Minister at Athens to His Majesty’s 
Minister there. 

On April 21st General Harington issued communiqué in local press here 
stating that it had come to his knowledge that ‘a mischievous insinuation 
had been circulated by interested persons that British officers took an active 
part in the recent operations of the Greek forces in Asia Minor’. General 
Harington wished it to be understood that this insinuation was entirely false. 

If I now approach my French colleague in the sense of Your Lordship’s 
instructions I shall lay stress on the fact that the interested persons concerned 
are French. As it is, the French at once realised that they were in fact alluded 
to in the communiqué and with difficulty concealed their annoyance at the 
issue of this communiqué. Upshot is that the French realise that we know of 
the report which they have spread. We have shaken them up thoroughly and 
it is unlikely that they will repeat their proceeding. 

General Harington, to whom I have mentioned Your Lordship’s instruc- 
tions, is opposed to my pursuing the matter as he considers the incident at 
an end. We both fear that if I were to act as instructed General Harington’s 
relations with his French colleague would be rendered more difficult.3 

Addressed to Foreign Office No. 318, repeated to Athens No. 54. 


2 See No. 126, n. 1. 
3 In reply (telegram No. 294 of May 6), Lord Curzon stated: ‘I agree.’ 


No. 147 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Recetved May 4, 11.15 a.m.) 


No. 316 Telegraphic [E 5240/201/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, May 3, 1921, 1.45 p.m. 

Your telegram 139.! 

Re introduction of ad valorem customs tariff. 

United States representatives on advisory trade committee while willing 
to recommend Ottoman Government to agree to resumption of that tariff 
maintain their objections to continued toleration of consumption duties 
simultaneously with re-establishment of ad valorem system. Committee has 
consequently recommended provisional introduction of ad valorem system 
without consumption duties and United States representatives have 
consented on this condition to ask United States High Commissioner to 
submit question of consumption tax to United States Government for a 
ruling.? 

In the circumstances my French and Italian colleagues and myself are 
addressing a further note? to Sublime Porte pressing for re-establishment of 


™ No. 48. 2 See F.R.U.S. 1921, vol. 2, pp. 893-5. 
3 Of May 3, not printed. To this the Turkish Government replied in a note of May 22 
(copy transmitted to the Foreign Office in Constantinople despatch No. 524 of May 25, 
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ad valorem system but without raising question of consumption duties. We 
think it would be desirable to urge Turkish representatives in London, Paris, 
and Rome to advise Ottoman Government to agree to our request* which 
even without consumption tax would bring in increase of revenue. Such a 
course would remove once and for all impression still prevalent in mind of 
Turkish Government that allied governments may be induced to assent to 
increase of specific duties. 
My colleagues are telegraphing in above sense. 


not printed) refusing to re-introduce the ad valorem system and pressing for the quintupling 
of the specific tariff. 

¢ Referring to this telegram, Lord Curzon, in his telegram No. 230 of May 7 to Paris, 
instructed Lord Hardinge as follows: ‘Please inform French Government that I am addres- 
sing Turkish representative in London accordingly and urge them to take similar action 
as regards Turkish representative in Paris. I am expressing earnest hope to Italian Ambas- 
sador here that Italian Government will act in the same way at Rome.’ 


No. 148 


Earl Curzon to Lord Granville (Athens) 
No. 112 Telegraphic (C 8847/60/19] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, May 3, 1921, 4.45 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 195 (of April 23rd).! 

You should address note to Minister for Foreign Affairs protesting against 
extension of Bank’s privileges to territories assigned to Greece by Treaty of 
Sévres which is not yet in force. 

British delegate on financial commission? should join his colleagues in pro- 
testing against increase of note issue. 


1 No. 131. 2 Mr. C. H. Bentinck. 


No. 149 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Recetved May 4, 6.45 p.m.) 
No. 325 Telegraphic [E 5263/143/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, May 4, 1921, 12.30 p.m. 

Athens telegram No. 209.! 

It is outside my province to comment on the general lines of Greek argu- 
ment, which if pushed to its logical conclusion would seem to imply that 
recent renewal of war in Asia Minor made it necessary for Allies as a whole 
to regard themselves as being engaged in active hostilities with Turkey as a 
whole just at the moment when we most wish to avoid (? appearance of) 
being (? so) engaged even with Kemalists. 


' No. 141. 
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One point, however concerns me particularly as it affects the present and 
future position here very closely: namely, the insistent attempt of Greek 
Government to identify central Turkish Government with Angora. Such 
identity does not exist in fact nor is it our present interest to assume it. 

As regards the situation the fact (? is) that the present Government un- 
doubtedly sympathize (? with) (? Kemalist) movement and regard any 
success achieved by it as grist for Turkish mill. On the question of war with 
Greece they are in sentiment wholly at one with Angora. At the same time 
they genuinely resent pretention of Angora to be the sole Government of 
Turkey and they are anxious to maintain correct attitude towards Allied 
Great Powers. Fusion of delegations in London amounted at the most to 
collaboration for a particular purpose. 

As regards our interest in the matter, any suggestion that action of Kemalist 
leaders committed Constantinople Government would put increased strain 
on our position here. If we went further and gave Greeks smallest encourage- 
ment to proceed on that assumption it might well make our (? position) 
(? here) (? practically) untenable in the event of further Kemalist successes 
against Greeks. Such successes might bring about fusion of Constantinople 
and Angora Governments in only real form now possible, i.e. merger of 
former in latter. In that event position will be most difficult, but it will be 
to our interest to be independent of Greeks and to maintain our position of 
vantage in Constantinople as long as possible. 

If on the other hand Allies are forced by triumph of Extremists in Angora, 
themselves to join issue with Kemalists, it will be to our interests to be able to 
appear as upholding authority of Sultan and only legitimate Government. 
This contingency is only too possible. 

Thus on every .. .? itis desirable that we should maintain distinction between 
Constantinople and Angora Governments; that if merger takes place we 
should help to give it the appearance at least of disappearance of latter and 
perpetuation of Central Government under Sultan; and that we should keep 
Constantinople and district occupied by us outside area of hostilities between 
Greeks and Kemalists. 

I am not disregarding the fact that Greeks stand between us and Kemalists 
and that any disaster to Greeks must greatly increase our own difficulties in 
dealing with Angora leaders. We have, however, on broadest grounds of 
policy decided to remain neutral and so long as that is our attitude it 1s im- 
perative that our neutrality should be real. Even now it is almost impossible 
to convince Turks that this neutrality is genuine in the case of Great Britain. 
(? If) His Majesty’s Government weakened ever so little on such question 
as the use of Constantinople as a base and supply of arms, it would confirm 
worst suspicions of Nationalists who already ridicule our declarations of 
neutrality and publish (? broadcast) statement that Greek offensive was 
planned in London. 

Repeated to Athens No. 55. 


2 The text is here uncertain. 
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No. 150 


Earl Curzon to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 287 Telegraphic [E 5187/143/44) 


FOREIGN OFFICE, May 4, 1921, 7 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 314! (of May 2nd) and my telegram No. 113? to Athens 
(Greek blockade of southern shore of Sea of Marmora). 

Is Greek action in fact likely to affect British shipping? Have you any 
information as to whether measure is intended to cover any big movement 
or withdrawal of Greek Forces from this area? 

It seems doubtful whether Article 8 of Armistice could be invoked, as 
territory in question is not in Turkish occupation. 

Repeated to Athens. 


1 No. 142. 

2 This telegram, of May 4, instructed Lord Granville to inform the Greek Government 
that His Majesty’s Government were not prepared in any way to recede from the attitude 
explained in telegram No. 75 of April 21 (No. 125). 


No. 151 
Letter from Mr. Oliphant to the Secretary to the Army Council 
[E 5081 /143/44] 
Immediate FOREIGN OFFICE, May 4, 1921 


Sir:— 

I am directed by Earl Curzon of Kedleston to refer to War Office telegram 
88848 cipher M.I.2. to General Headquarters, Constantinople of April 28th! 
instructing General Sir C. Harington to prevent the shipment of tanks from 
Roumania through the Straits to the Greek forces in Asia Minor. 

2. Lord Curzon is of opinion that while the Principal Allied authorities 
would be entirely justified in applying their neutrality in the present Greco- 
Turkish hostilities in such a way as to prevent any Turkish territory, port 
of [? or] town in the effective military occupation of the Principal Allies from 
being used as a naval or military base for the despatch of reinforcements or 
supplies to the Greeks and to suspend all facilities on Turkish railways under 
their control for the transmission of such supplies and reinforcements, the 
Principal Allies cannot, in consonance with their policy of neutrality, prevent 
the free passage of Greek ships carrying arms and ammunition or men either 
through the Dardanelles or the Bosphorus, provided these vessels do not use 
Constantinople as a base. 

3. This attitude doubtless gives a certain preference to the Greeks over 
the Kemalist forces in that the Principal Allied authorities in applying the 
armistice terms would prevent arms and ammunition passing through the 
Bosphorus to the Kemalists. As long as the Turks have not ratified a treaty 


' Not printed. 
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of peace, however, they cannot altogether escape from being in a worse 
position in this respect vis-a-vis the Principal Allies than the Greeks. 

4. In these circumstances I am to suggest for the consideration of the Army 
Council that a further telegram should be sent to General Sir C. Harington 
explaining the extent to which he would be justified in preventing the trans- 
mission of the Roumanian tanks to the Greek forces.? 

5. A copy of this letter is being sent to the Admiralty. 

Iam, &c., 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 
2 In their reply of May g the War Office enclosed for the information of Lord Curzon 


a paraphrase of a telegram, No. 88931 of May 6 to General Headquarters, Constantinople, 
amplifying the previous instructions in the sense of the communication here printed. 


No. 152 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received May 6, 1.30 p.m.) 
No. 220 Telegraphic [E 5325/143/44] 


ATHENS, May 5, 1921, 10 p.m. 

My telegram No. 209.! 

Minister for Foreign Affairs referred this morning to his long note of 
April goth? and expressed earnest hope that His Majesty’s Government would 
reconsider their attitude in the light of arguments therein set forth. 

I said that I was not in a position to discuss his arguments which he said 
were entirely of juridical nature but I was sure that His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment would give them serious consideration. 

He has promised to supply me confidentially with list of concrete cases of 
contraband going to Kemalists chiefly if not entirely under Italian flag. He 
has telegraphed this list to Greek Legation in London but it has not been 
communicated to His Majesty’s High Commissioner at Constantinople. 

He authorised me to give you positive assurance that there was no question 
of stopping or searching British ships as Greek Government had no fear of 
contraband being carried in them. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


! No. 141. 2 Not printed. See No. 141. 


No. 153 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Recetved May 17) 
No. 193 [C 10077/20/19] 
ATHENS, May 6, 1921 
My Lord, 
In conversation with the Minister for Foreign Affairs yesterday I alluded 
to the activity of the Reservists’ Leagues! referred to in my Despatch No. 188 


1 These Leagues had taken an active part in the events of December 1916. 
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of the 27th ultimo? and pointed out the extreme danger of allowing this sort 
of thing to go on. Monsieur Baltazzi was bold enough to declare that I was 
quite wrong in supposing that there was any connection between these 
Political Clubs and the old Reservists’ Leagues which had been dissolved, 
that the “Hesperini’, which I had quoted as the chief organ for the publication 
of their resolutions, was a rag which could only be despised and disregarded, 
(it is constantly read by officers and soldiers) and that he had never even 
heard of these activities which proved how very unimportant they were! I 
need hardly say that he agreed volubly with my view that these suggestions 
of Lynch Law were most reprehensible, but he did not give any indication of 
a desire to suppress them. 

Although Members of the Government themselves have not yet, so far as 
I know, given any indication whatever of a desire to cut their losses and come 
to terms with Mustapha Kemal, certain of their papers have certainly pub- 
lished articles which might be interpreted as a preparation of public opinion 
for such a decision, and it is certain that if that did happen every effort would 
be made to lay the blame on Monsieur Venizelos and the Allies—more 
especially the French. That is the moment when the danger of these Political 
Clubs will become acute, a general attack on Venizelists is not improbable, 
and I fear that the French are likely to be insulted at least if not actually 
assaulted. I do not at present foresee the slightest danger for British subjects. 

There is a very general idea that the Government’s plan is to obtain, if in 
any way possible, a military success however unimportant, and then to de- 
clare that the united opposition of the Great Powers is too much for Greece 
and that she has no choice but to come to the best terms possible with the 
Turks. They would probably be glad at that moment of some sort of Allied 
intervention, and, in view of Monsieur Montagna’s remark quoted in my 
Despatch No. 170 of the 16th ultimo,? it appears very possible that Italy may 
offer her mediation. The press campaign against France, to which I have 
referred in my telegrams Nos. 2213 and 2253 of yesterday and today, is carried 
on so unanimously by the Government papers that it is hardly possible to 
believe that it is not encouraged by the Government, and the explanation 
given by the ‘Patris’ appears to me extremely probable that it is engineered 
with a view to preparing public opinion to accept the theory, if and when 
a withdrawal from Asia Minor takes place, that all Greece’s troubles are 
due to the Allies and Monsieur Venizelos’s ‘fantastic foreign policy’. The 
*Kathemerine’ is the worst offender in the campaign: it has published a series 
of articles declaring that French hostility to Greece is all due to the ghosts of the 
French sailors who were killed at Athens in 1916—not in a trap as the French 
and Venizelists say, but by the heroic defenders of their country’s honour— 


2 Not printed. Lord Granville had reported that the Reservists’ Leagues (Political Clubs) 
were publishing almost daily notices in the papers threatening to take the law into their 
own hands if the Government failed to keep ‘these miserable Venizelists in order and 
prevent them expressing in writing or in speech their treasonable ideas about the Sacred 
Majesty of King Constantine’. 

3 Not printed. 
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that it was in expiation of these deaths (whose numbers were probably 
exaggerated) that the savage blockade was applied to which so many old 
men, women and children succumbed, that Greece was handed over by force 
to the maleficent rebel who shot, imprisoned, exiled and persecuted the 
people, that Greece was led as a slave into war, and that many of her sons were 
killed in the advance in Macedonia by bullets in the back fired by the avengers 
of these sailors (this presumably refers to an incident when the Greek infantry 
were too impetuous and ran into the French barrage).* It goes on to argue 
that the French are not only doing all they can to encourage and assist 
Mustapha Kemal, but that their influence is at work in Bulgaria and in 
Albania, and in fact, as one of the independent papers says, the ‘Kathemerine’ 
and its fellows follow the principle in all Greek misfortunes of “Cherchez la 
France’. 

I hear constant stories of the ever growing revulsion of feeling throughout 
the country which I am assured is now no longer confined to hostility to the 
Government but extends to the King himself. I must admit that most of 
these stories come from Venizelist and therefore prejudiced sources, but I 
think the King’s position is anyhow not nearly so strong as it was. 

- One hears it frequently stated that German influence is once more getting 
a strong hold in this country and it is suggested that the newspaper attacks 
on the French may have German money behind them. The Germans who 
are here—there are a good many besides the Legation staff—no doubt work 
hard at propaganda, but I am inclined to think that the bitter anti-French 
feeling which is undoubtedly very general is due less to pro-German senti- 
ments than to anti-Venizelism and to the fact that France is considered far 
more responsible than Great Britain for all the unpleasant events of the past 
such as the blockade and the expulsion of the King. The German Archaeo- 
logical School is however already reopened and I am told that preparations 
are being made for the reopening of the ordinary German School in the 
autumn. I learn from a secret source that it is freely said in the German 
colony that if the Greeks are beaten in Asia Minor it will not be possible for 
French and Italians to live in Greece. 

I have, &c., 
GRANVILLE 


4 On the events in Greece during the war period, see Frangulis, vol. i. 


No. 154 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received May 7, 10.45 a.m.) 
No. 224 Telegraphic [E 5349/143/44] 
ATHENS, May 6, 1921, 3 p.m. 
My telegram No. 209.! 
Minister for Foreign Affairs asked me yesterday whether it were true that 
notes from the three Allied Legations? refusing right of search etc., were due 


™ No. 141. 2 See Nos. 125, 129, 141. 
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to British initiative, as had been hinted to him, and expressed great sorrow 
and disappointment if it were so. I replied that the notes in question were 
certainly initiated by His Majesty’s Government but that I understood them 
as being merely a categorical definition in black and white of agreement3 
come to in London regarding neutrality and I had no information as to who 
initiated that agreement. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


3 See No. 112, n. 3. Mr. Forbes Adam minuted, May 10, as follows: ‘. . . the word 
“understanding”’ would have been more accurate. ... The definition was not made by 
the conference of London, Feb. 18—-March 18, which only reached agreement or under- 
standing regarding the principle of neutrality.’ 


No. 155 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received May 7, 11.55 a.m.) 


No. 330 Telegraphic [E 5350/143/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, May 6, 1921, 3.50 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 26g9.! 

I informed my colleagues of Your Lordship’s acceptance of proposal that 
two British commissions of enquiry should go to Ismid Peninsula and Orkhan 
Ghazi. 

Italian High Commissioner called yesterday and said that he would like 
to send Italian representatives with our commissions. I pointed out that he 
had in the first instance as reported in my telegram No. 304 of 26th ultimo? 
stated that as French Government had declined to take part in proposed 
commissions of enquiry he did not see his way to take part in them either. 

My Italian colleague affected to forget or really forgot that he had made 
any such statement but I read him my above-mentioned telegram and he 
then admitted that it was accurate. I pointed out that British commissions 
of enquiry would be responsible to and would report to me even if Italian 
officers accompanied them and suggested that if he wished to send Italian 
officers with our commissions of enquiry he had better take matter up with 
his own Government. 

Neither General Harington nor I have any objection to Italian officers 
accompanying our commissions of enquiry which will start early next week. 


1 Not printed. See No. 132, n. 3. 2 No. 132. 
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No. 156 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Recerved May 8, 10.15 p.m.) 


No. 333 Telegraphic [E 5374/22/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, May 7, 1921, 1.15 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 247.! 

Scutari gendarmerie battalion. 

I submitted General Harington’s proposals for reconstruction of Scutari 
gendarmerie battalion to my Allied Colleagues yesterday. I also informed 
my Allied Colleagues that Your Lordship had referred question to their 
respective Governments through His Majesty’s Ambassadors at Paris? and 
Rome.3 They took note of General Harington’s declaration to the effect 
that present scheme in no way prejudiced final control of gendarmerie and 
approved of his proposals. French High Commissioner who was very con- 
ciliatory stated that General Harington would naturally have right to dispose 
of battalion in accordance with necessities of public order. 

Matter therefore had (? has) been satisfactorily arranged.‘ 


1 See No. 145, n. 3. 

2 In his despatch No. 1379 of May 12, Lord Hardinge reported: ‘I have the honour to 
transmit to Your Lordship a copy of the reply [of May 11] just received from the Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs to the communication which, in accordance with the instructions con- 
tained in Your Lordship’s telegram No. 189 of the 22nd ultimo (see No. 145, n. 3), I 
addressed to them on the subject of the Scutari Gendarmerie battalion. Your Lordship 
will observe that the negative attitude adopted by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs towards 
the proposals of His Majesty’s Government appears to be in direct contradiction to that 
of the French High Commission as reported in telegram No. 333 from Sir H. Rumbold of 
the 7th instant.’ In transmitting a copy of this despatch to the Army Council (in a letter 
of May 18, E5579/22/44) Mr. Oliphant stated: ‘As Sir C. Harington appears already to 
be acting upon his proposals with the consent of the French High Commissioner at Con- 
stantinople, it appears to Lord Curzon expedient not to continue this correspondence with 
the French Government.’ 

3 Referring to Constantinople telegram No. 333, Sir G. Buchanan, in his telegram 
No. 169 of May 16, reported: ‘Note received today from Ministry of Foreign Affairs states 
that Italian Government do not consider it opportune to proceed for the present with 
reconstitution of single battalion of Ottoman Gendarmerie seeing that its general reorgani- 
zation is to be carried out in due course by military control under Treaty of Sévres.’ 

¢ In his telegram No. 358 of May 19, Sir H. Rumbold reported: ‘Reconstruction of 
Scutari battalion is proceeding on lines proposed by General Harington.’ 
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No. 157 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received May 8, 10.30 p.m.) 


No. 334 Telegraphic (E 5375/143/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, May 7, 1921, 1.15 p.m. 

My telegram No. 330.! 

French High Commissioner has now intimated his intention of participa- 
ting in Commissions of enquiry which it is intended to send to Ismid Penin- 
sula and Orkhan Ghazi and is delegating officers for that purpose. We shall 
notify Turkish Government and Greek High Commissioner accordingly. 

There is little doubt in our minds from detail (? French authorities) have 
received that grave excesses have been committed in Yalova and Orkhan 
Ghazi districts against Mussulman population and that these outrages are 
the work of Greek bands. 

Repeated to Athens No. 61. 


t No. 155. 


No. 158 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received May 8, 10.40 p.m.) 
No. 227 Telegraphic [E 5356/143/44] 


ATHENS, May 7, 1921, 9.30 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 113.! 

Although I received this morning Constantinople telegram No. 329? I 
spoke to Minister of Foreign Affairs about General Papoulas’s order quoted 
in Constantinople telegram No. 314.3 He said that as soon as he saw a report 
of this ‘blockade’ he had taken on himself to have instructions telegraphed to 
Greek Navy not to act on it and this morning telegraphed to Monsieur 
Gounaris to ask for explanation. He read me latter’s reply which declared 
that there was a complete misunderstanding that there was no intention 
whatever to impose blockade of any sort and that all ships were perfectly 
free to call at any ports in area in question and to load or discharge cargo. 
The only measure taken was a strict police one to guard against espionage 
and it laid down that no person might land in area affected without passport 
visa by military mission at Constantinople and no person might embark with- 
out a visa of Greek military authorities of area. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


! See No. 150, n. 2. 
2 This telegram of May 6 stated: ‘Greek Senior Naval Officer has notified Admiral Webb 
(British Senior Naval Officer at Constantinople] that he has received instructions from his 


Government not to act on General Papoulas’s blockade order pending further instructions.’ 
3 No. 142. 
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No. 159 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Recetved May 11, 2.45 p.m.) 
No. 336 Telegraphic [E 5523/143/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, May 9, 1921, 11 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 272.! 

A meeting of allied High Commissioners, Commander-in-Chiefs and Senior 
‘Naval Officers was held this morning to discuss maintenance of neutrality 
in area in allied occupation. 

Italian High Commissioner had received instructions from his Govern- 
ment in the sense desired.2, French High Commissioner, though as yet with- 
out instructions, was prepared to join in such recommendations as might be 
made. 

Following unanimous decisions were reached: 

1. To request our Governments to invite Greek Government to remove 
their warships from Constantinople zone. 

2. Invite Greek Government to close their naval base in Constantinople. 

g. Invite Greek Government to remove all military personnel except 
Military Attaché at Greek High Commission and military mission, for whose 
numbers a maximum will be fixed. Allied military authorities will demand 
departure of such unemployed Veneselist officers as they consider undesirable 
from point of view of security of the forces of occupation. 

4. A line of demarcation of neutral zone is fixed at three miles to seaward 
of line joining headlands of Buyuk-Chekmejeh and Gebzeh. Neutral zone 
(? on) land is territory in effective occupation of allied forces in Europe and 
Asia including Gallipoli peninsula. 

My French and Italian colleagues are telegraphing in same terms to their 
Governments. 

Repeated to Athens No. 62. 

t No. 139. 


_ 32 This had been reported by Sir G. Buchanan in his telegram No. 161 of May 8, not 
printed. 


No. 160 


Lord Hardinge (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received May 10) 

No. 263 Telegraphic: by bag [E 5435/1/44] 
PARIS, May 9, 1921 
The Counsellor of the Embassy' enquired at the Quai d’Orsay today what 
truth there was in rumours which had appeared in the press of a hitch in bring- 
ing into force the Convention signed in London by Monsieur Briand and 

Bekir Sami.? 
! Sir M. Cheetham. 2 See No. 56, n. 3. 


174 


He was informed that the Angora Government are making objections on 
the main points namely the zone of influence, the Ciliclan Gendarmerie and 
return of prisoners. 

Not content with this they have asked that French troops who are all still 
in their positions should be withdrawn at once. 


No. 161 


Earl Curzon to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 436 [E 5491 /132/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, May 9, 1921 
Sir, 

Reshid Pasha, representing the Constantinople Government in London, 
asked to see me this afternoon. 

I had no idea what he wanted, but welcomed the opportunity of saying 
something to him about the bad faith of the Angora Turks in respect of our 
British prisoners.' 

However, he opened at once on the question of the ad valorem basis of the 
customs duties at Constantinople. 

When he began by referring to the Grand Vizier’s conversation with me 
on the subject during the recent conference in London, and the sympathy 
which I was alleged to have then professed for the Turkish views as regards a 
specific tariff,? I had to tell Reshid Pasha quite plainly that the Grand Vizier 
had not only grossly exaggerated, but had entirely misrepresented what I had 
said on the subject; that he had reported both in Paris and at Constantinople 
that I had used language which I had never employed; and that there was 
not the least ground for saying that I expressed any sympathy at all with the 
Turkish proposals. What had happened was this:— 

The Grand Vizier had expatiated upon the miserable position of the 
Turkish Government in relation to its officials, upon the impossibility of 
paying their salaries, and upon the destitute condition of those unfortunate 
persons. He had laid great stress accordingly upon the desirability of a 
revision of the tariffs, to which I had replied that I understood the matter to 
have been under examination at Constantinople, where I believe proposals 
had been made—I was alluding to the ad valorem duties—which would to 
some extent place the Turkish Government in possession of funds. I had 
never expressed any sympathy with the Turkish proposals, which, indeed, I 
had never examined. I was not prepared to express any sympathy now. 

My recollection was that the three High Commissioners at Constantinople 
were acting in close co-operation, and I was not willing to go behind their 
backs. Had I known that Reshid Pasha was going to reopen the matter I 
would have refreshed my recollection. As it was, I could promise no more 
than to send for the papers and examine the latest aspect of the case. 


1 See Nos. 65, n. 5, 79, 92, IOI, 104, 109. 2 See Nos. 50, 55, 64, 68, 105. 
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I then said to Reshid Pasha that I had a much more serious question to 
raise, and that was the apparent bad faith of the Angora Government with 
regard to the exchange of prisoners of war. The agreement had been con- 
cluded, not with the Grand Vizier or himself, but with Bekir Sami Bey, for 
the reason that the whole of the British prisoners were in Asia Minor in the 
hands of the Angora Government. It was an agreement by which the Turks 
were to be largely the gainers, because, in return for twenty-nine British 
prisoners known to be in Turkish hands, we had been willing to surrender 
over forty Turks, who were interned at Malta. Further, when Bekir Sami 
Bey, on his return to the East, had arrived in Rome, he had complained 
bitterly that we were not executing the terms of the agreement, because the 
Malta prisoners had not actually been delivered. In our anxiety to show 
our good faith, we had since landed them all in Italy and lost control over 
their movements. Nevertheless, although Bekir Sami Bey had been back at 
Angora for the best part of a fortnight, we had heard nothing about the release 
of the British prisoners. Not a single one of them had been produced, and 
news had reached us that Colonel Rawlinson,3 who had got as far as Trebizond 
on what was believed to be his return journey, had actually been sent back 
to Erzeroum.* The whole case appeared to be one of a gross breach of faith 
on the Turkish side, and, although I was ignorant of the degree to which the 
Constantinople Government held themselves responsible for the actions of 
their brethren at Angora, I could not fail to utter an indignant remonstrance. 

Reshid Pasha admitted that his relations with the Angora Turks were 
slight and his influence over them small. Indeed, he knew nothing about the 
matter, and seemed even to be unaware of the agreement which had been 
concluded. He undertook, however, to telegraph at once to Constantinople 
on the matter, and thought that the best means of getting into touch with 
Angora was to take advantage of the presence in London of Nihad Reshad,5 
who was in touch with the Angora people, and get him to telegraph in the 
sense of my remarks. 

As the Pasha is suffering from acute inflammation of the jaw, which ren- 
dered our conversation a source of as much physical pain to himself as it was 
of irritation to me, we separated with mutual pleasure. 

Iam, &c., 
CuRZON OF KEDLESTON 


3 Lt.-Col. A. Rawlinson, Captain Campbell, and a party of other ranks had been taken 
prisoners by the Kemalists in March, 1920. 

¢ This was reported by General Harington in his telegram No. 264 of May 3, not printed. 

S Representative of the Angora Government in Paris (see No. 290, below). 


176 


No. 162 


Str H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Recezved May 11, 11.30 a.m.) 
No. 340 Telegraphic [E 5509/143/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, May 10, 1927, 7.35 p.m. 


My telegram No. 334 of May 7th.! 

The two Commissions of Enquiry will start for their respective destinations 
on May rath. In view of the fact that these Commissions are now composed 
of representatives of the three Allied Powers we consider it preferable that 
they should make a joint report. If their enquiry calls for any action at 
Athens or Constantinople a joint report will obviously carry more weight. 

Senior Naval Officer? has kindly placed two British men-of-war at the 
disposal of the Commissions . . .3 respectively. 

British (? member)ship (? I learn) is strong as officers have been carefully 
(? selected). 

Repeated to Athens No. 64. 


! No. 157. 2 See No. 158, n. 2. 
3 The text is here uncertain. 


No. 163 


Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Recetved May 17) 


No. 353 [E 5624/132/44] 
ROME, May 10, 1921 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to transmit herewith copies of correspondence! with 
Djamy Bey, the representative of Bekir Samy Bey at Rome, relative to the 
exhange of British and Turkish prisoners of war, which formed the subject of 
your Lordship’s telegram No. 164 of the 28th ultimo? and of previous tele- 
graphic correspondence with the Foreign Office. 

Your Lordship will observe that Djamy Bey has now taken delivery of 
thirty-seven of the prisoners sent to Italy from Malta, and requests the early 
delivery of the twenty-four still remaining in the island. The total number 
of prisoners to be delivered from Malta was sixty-four, and Lord Plumer‘ 
informed me that three of these proceeded, under special authority and at 
their own expense, to Italy. 

t Not printed. 

2 This telegram ran: ‘You need make no financial or other arrangements for prisoners 
after they have landed in Italy.’ 


3 e.g. Rome telegrams No. 146 of April 26, No. 142 of April 25, No. 131 of April 18, 
not printed. For earlier references to the agreement concerning prisoners, see Nos. 92, 101, 


104, 109, 161. 
¢ Governor and Commander-in-Chief, Malta. 
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Your Lordship will doubtless inform me in due course whether you wish 
me to return any other reply to Djamy Bey’s present application than that 
which I have already sent.$ 

I have, &c., 
GrorGE W. BucHANAN 

5 In his note of May 7 to Djamy Bey, Sir G. Buchanan had written: ‘His Excellency 
desires to call the attention of Djamy Bey to the fact that the remaining twenty-four 


prisoners detained at Malta will be sent to any port desired by Bekir Samy Bey as soon as 
the British prisoners in Anatolia reach Constantinople.’ 


No. 164 


Earl Curzon to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 


No. 302 Telegraphic [E 5397/143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, May 12, 1921, 6 p.m. 


My telegram No. 231 (April 15th.' Neutrality of Constantinople area) and 
your telegram No. 337 (of May gth).? 

Italian Government agree with our proposals. French Government depre- 
cate any public announcement but agree to enforce prevention of recruiting 
except in sectors where it might clash with Greek military authorities. These 
two objections seem unimportant. 

My telegram No. 259 (of April 26th).3 

Italian Government agree that neither Constantinople nor any Turkish 
territory in effective occupation of Principal Allied Powers should be used by 
Greeks or Kemalists as military or naval base. French however consider that 
Greeks should not be deprived of use of Constantinople harbour which they 
enjoy in virtue of armistice and that Allies should confine themselves to 
preventing active military operations in waters of Constantinople and Straits. 

If you consider that there is reasonable prospect of arriving at a practical 
arrangement which would reconcile conflicting views of ourselves and Italians 
on one hand and French on the other regarding above two proposals please 
endeavour to concert measures with your French and Italian colleagues. 

Repeated to Athens No. 125, Rome No. 190 and Paris No. 241. 


! See No. 103, n. 3. 2 See No. 134, n. 3. 3 See No. 128, n. 3. 


No. 165 


Earl Curzon to Lord Granville (Athens) 
No. 127 Telegraphic [E 5349/143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, May 12, 1921, 8 p.m 


Your telegram No. 224’ (May 6th. His Majesty’s Government’s attitude 
to proposed Greek blockade). 
Your reply approved. 
' No. 154. 
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Greek representative here has advanced same arguments? as are contained 
in your telegram No. 209 (of May tst)3 but as a technical discussion would 
be fruitless and as His Majesty’s Government have no intention of receding 
from their attitude it seems best to return no reply either here or at Athens. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 304. 

2 In a memorandum of April 29, which was left at the Foreign Office on April jo. 
A copy of this memorandum was sent by M. Rizo-Rangabé to the Prime Minister. On May 
2, M. Rizo-Rangabé communicated to the Foreign Office and to the Prime Minister a 
translation of the Greek Government’s note of April 30 which had been communicated to 
Lord Granville in Athens (see No. 141, n. 4). 

3 No. 141. 


No. 166 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received May 17, 10.10 a.m.) 


No. 346 Telegraphic [E 5655/143/44] 
Confidential CONSTANTINOPLE, May 15, 1921, 8.45 p.m. 


It has been evident for some little time past that French policy in Greco- 
Turkish conflict is changing. As instances of this view I might mention that 
my Italian colleague and I had to persuade acting French High Commissioner 
to join us in demanding release of Turks who have been taken by Greeks off 
Bulgarian ship ‘Kyril’ and who are found to be in possession of passes 
authorizing their return to Constantinople.' Again it was only when French 
High Commissioner realized that we meant to go on with the commissions 
of enquiry that he announced his intention of participating in these com- 
missions.” 

French attitude in the matter of declaration (? in favour of) (? prevention 
of) recruiting and use of Constantinople harbour by the Greeks affords 
further proof of above view. 

French are evidently apprehensive of the issue of the operations in Anatolia. 
They fear a breakdown of Greek army and a sweeping nationalist success. 

(? Absence of) reliable information as to view taken by Angora Govern- 
ment of agreement recently concluded in London with Bekir Sami makes 
them fear that this agreement will not go through.* They (? therefore) wish 
to keep in with Greeks as far as possible as a form of re-insurance. It was 
significant that after meeting at this High Commission reported in my tele- 
gram No. 336 of May gths repeated to Athens No. 62 French General said 
privately to one of the British officers that we must not be too hard on the 
Greeks. 

French High Commissioner again alluded, in conversation with me three 
days ago, to the desirability of intervention by the Allies to stop operations 
in Anatolia. 


1 See No. 128, n. 2. 2 See No. 157. 3 See No. 311. 
4 See No. 160. 5 No. 159. 
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Italian High Commissioner appears to be equally in favour of such inter- 


vention and they are no doubt both reporting in this sense to their respective 
Governments. 


Repeated to Athens No. 68. 


No. 167 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Recetved May 16, 8.40 p.m.) 
No. 348 Telegraphic [E 5610/143/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, May 16, 1921, 11.50 a.m. 

Your telegram No. 302.! 

French High Commissioner having notified me that his Government 
authorized him to sign proclamation of neutrality we signed text at High 
Commissioners meeting May 13th. 

On the receipt of your telegram I stopped joint notes which were on the 
way to Porte and to Greek High Commissioner communicating text of 
proclamation. 

My French colleague has telegraphed urgently to his Government and 
hopes that matter will be cleared up by Monday when we will hold a further 
meeting. 

™ No. 164. 


No. 168 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Recetved May 17, 11.35 a.m.) 


No. 349 Telegraphic [E 5663/1 /44| 
CONSTANTINOPLE, May 16, 1921, 1.30 p.m. 
Your telegram No. 196 to Teheran.! 
Official text of agreement? was published in Angora press on April 25th. 
It contains no mention of Persia or Azerbaijan. Unless some separate and 


secret document regarding these countries has been signed, opinion stated 
in paragraph 4 of my despatch No. 401,3 still seems probable. 


t Of May 5, not printed. 

2 i.e. the Treaty between the Angora and Afghan Governments, signed at Moscow on 
March 1. For an English text of this Treaty, see B.P.S.P., vol. 118, pp. 10-11. 

3 Of April 20, not printed. In this despatch Sir H. Rumbold had enclosed a translation 
of a Turkish press report on the Treaty. In paragraph 4 he had doubted whether the 
report was accurate when it stated that the Treaty expressly contemplated the inclusion 
of Persia and Azerbaijan in a federation. 
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Official text of treaty contains little more than summary on which above 
despatch was based. It does however contain express recognition of Turkish 
caliphate omission of which from summary had impressed me. 

Translation follows by next bag.‘ 

Repeated to Teheran No. 12. 


¢ Constantinople despatch No. 490 of May 16, not printed. 


No. 169 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Lord Curzon 
(Recetved May 18, 11.30 a.m.) 


No. 352 Telegraphic [E 5695/1 /44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, May 17, 1921, 1 p.m. 


My allied colleagues learn that Bekir Sami! has resigned. Reason for his 
resignation is stated to be accusation that he failed whilst in Europe properly 
to interpret and voice Angora programme. Achmed Mukhtar,? a most un- 
desirable person, is reported to have replaced Bekir Sami, but press state 
that he will be provisionally succeeded by General Feuzi [stc] Pasha,3 Com- 
missioner for National Defence. 

It is quite clear that extremists at Angora have got the upper hand and 
that we must expect trouble from them. Recent incident of Palitana* and 
notice served on Manager of Abbott’s emery mines that working of mines 
belonging to belligerent subjects is prohibited,’ are instances of nationalist 
hostility to British interests. My French colleague reports an incident in the 
case of mine worked by a French company. My Italian colleague said that 
after Palitana incident Italian authorities had had to take measures to prevent 
nationalist police at Adalia from boarding an Italian ship. 

I telegraphed to Bekir Sami several days ago to ask him what steps he was 


1 He had left Rome for Angora on April 9 (see No. 101) and had reached Angora on 
April 25. 

2 See No. 32, n. 4. 3 See No. 34, n. 8. ¢ See No. 180, n. 1, below. 

5 This British Company operating in the Italian zone had experienced, over several 
months, difficulties arising from restrictions imposed by the Ottoman administration. 
Representations made to the Italian authorities had led to no amelioration. In Smyrna 
telegram No. 36 of May 14, Sir H. Lamb reported: “Turkish authorities at Moughla 
having served local representative at Abbott’s emery mines with official communication 
to the effect that working of mines belonging to ‘“‘belligerent’’ subjects is prohibited, 
company has been compelled to cease operations and dismiss all their employees. Notice 
purports to be based on orders emanating from Minister of Mines and Forests at Angora.’ 
Referring to this telegram, Sir H. Rumbold, in his telegram No. 354 of May 17 to the 
Foreign Office, stated: ‘We are powerless to take any definite action ourselves in this 
matter and I hear that Italian authorities to whose good offices we have already had 


recourse are in too weak a position now vis-a-vis Nationalists to help us even if they really 
_ wanted to.’ 
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taking to execute agreement for exchange of prisoners. I have as yet had no 
answer. Failure to reply or nature of answer will be another indication of 
nationalist attitude. 


6 A draft of this telegram was enclosed in Sir H. Rumbold’s despatch No. 474 of May 11 
to the Foreign Office, not printed. Also enclosed was a letter of May 11 from Sir H. 
Rumbold to General Harington asking him to transmit the telegram to Bekir Sami Bey 
by wireless. 


No. 170 


Str H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Recewved May 18, 11.15 a.m.) 
No. 353 Telegraphic [E 5687 /143/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, May 17, 1921, I p.m. 

My telegram No. 348.! 

French High Commissioner showed me to-day a further telegram from 
his Government authorizing him to sign declaration of neutrality. He con- 
siders that unless this declaration is made public much of its point will be 
lost. We have, therefore, decided to communicate declaration to Turkish 
Government and Greek High Commissioner and publish it twelve hours 
later. My colleagues and I are now awaiting observations of our Govern- 
ments on proposals we submitted to them after a meeting of allied Generals 
and Admirals at this Embassy on May oth (see my telegram No. 3(? 36)).? 

Repeated to Athens No. 69. 


™ No. 167. 2 No. 159. 


No. 171 


Earl Curzon to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 307 Telegraphic [E 5523/143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, May 17, 1921, 6.45 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 336 (of May gth:' application to Constantinople and 
Straits area of allied neutrality). 

I assume that it is not intended to refuse right of passage through proposed 
neutral zones to Greek warships etc., but only to prevent as far as possible 
any acts of war taking place in the zones. 

Admiralty are being consulted about decisions Nos. 1 and 2 which conflict 
with views of French Government (see my telegram No. 302 (of May 12th)?), 
and I will telegraph further. 

Repeated to Paris No. 254, Rome No. 201 and Athens No. 133. 


t No. 159. 2 No. 164. 
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No. 172 


Str H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Received May 24) 


No. 493 [E 5926/143/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, May 18, 1921 
My Lord, 

The situation here may be summed up as follows:— 

2. There is a temporary lull pending the resumption of active hostilities in 
Anatolia. According to a communiqué issued at Athens the Greek Govern- 
ment repudiate the idea of intervention, and it is generally understood that 
they mean to see their enterprise in Asia Minor through to the end. I do 
not find any suggestion that the Kemalists intend to anticipate the Greek 
offensive, though I have noticed a statement in one Turkish paper that the 
Kemalist forces will start an offensive after Bairam.' It would seem more 
likely, however, that, having worked hard to strengthen their positions, they 
will await the Greek attack. 

3. In the meanwhile, the sufferers from the present state of things are the 
inhabitants of the regions in the zone of hostilities. Although the two com- 
missions of enquiry have only been at work for three or four days,? their re- 
ports point to the fact that irregular bands, organised by the Greeks for 
operations with the Greek regular troops, have committed and are commit- 
ting serious excesses. No doubt some of the members of these bands are 
persons who have suffered at the hands of the Kemalists a year ago, and are 
actuated by feelings of revenge. A regrettable feature of these excesses is that 
in some cases Greek regular troops have been a party to them. The outcome 
is that the hatred as between Mussulmans and Christians in this part of the 
world is greater than ever. 

4. Chauvinistic feelings seem to be getting the upper hand at Angora, and 
Bekir Sami Bey has resigned. The Constantinople press regret his resignation. 
I am informed that General Fewsi Pasha,3 who temporarily succeeds Bekir 
Sami Bey, is a man of moderate views and nota firebrand. But the moderation 
with which Bekir Sami Bey has been credited has not prevented the Nationalist 
Government from giving the impression that they are hostile, in varying 
degrees, to the Allies. 

5. It may be said that the further political course of events depends almost 
entirely on the issue of the hostilities in Anatolia. On a review of the situation 
I venture to think that a complete Greek victory would be less disastrous than 
a complete Nationalist victory. The best result to hope for is a stalemate, 
which will leave both sides exhausted. 

I have, &c., 
Horace RuMBOLD 


! The three days of feasting and celebration following the fast of Ramadan. 
2 See No. 162. 3 See No. 34, n. 8 
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No. 173 


Earl Curzon to Lord Granville (Athens) 
No. 137 Telegraphic [E 5601 /50/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, May 19, 1921, 11.50 a.m. 


Your telegram No. 247 (of May 14th. Application of Greek legislation to 
Thrace).! 

We do not wish to raise any political objections, whatever precise legal 
merits of case may be. We have found it necessary to take analogous ad- 
ministrative steps in Palestine and French are understood to have acted 
similarly in Syria. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 312. 


1 In this telegram Lord Granville stated: ‘Official gazette publishes the decree applying 
to Thrace Greek legislation regarding taxation of inheritances, dowries, etc. Is this in order 
as Treaty of Sevres is not ratified? Thrace (? was) annexed September 23rd last.’ 


No. 174 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Recetved May 21, 12.45 p.m.) 
No. 256 Telegraphic [E 5864/143/44] 


Secret ATHENS, May 19, 1921, 10 p.m. 


Minister for Foreign Affairs asked me yesterday to support an appeal he 
had addressed to His Majesty’s Government through the Greek Legation in 
London! to occupy with British troops the area now held by the Greek Ismid 
Division so as to free the latter for service elsewhere. He said that Greek 
Government had considered it necessary to keep this division there, since 
their release by British Commander-in-Chief,? in order to protect the 
Christian population and also to defend approaches to Constantinople, 
although he fully admitted that they had no sort of mandate from the 
Powers to do so; (? they were) now wanted elsewhere but if only for humani- 
tarian reasons they felt that they could not leave the Christians to their fate 
unless their protection were undertaken by the British forces. I undertook to 
deliver his message but I expressed doubts as to whether we had troops avail- 
able for the purpose and also whether His Majesty’s Government would not 
consider as a breach of their neutrality any action which would release 
Greek troops. He argued that there were as many Armenian Christians in the 
district as Greeks, and that if we refused his request the Greek Government 
would be obliged to remove the Greek population to a place of safety and 
leave the Armenians to their fate. 


' In a memorandum dated May 323, not printed. 
3 See No. 71 and No. 85, n. 4. 
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He begged that suggestion might be considered as strictly confidential for 
military reasons.3 

Repeated to Constantinople. 

3 A copy of this telegram, together with a copy of the Greek memorandum of May 323, 
was transmitted to the War Office by Mr. Oliphant in Foreign Office letter No. E 5864/ 
143/44 of May 27 saying that Lord Curzon was disposed to reply that H.M.G. regretted 
their inability to occupy an area now held by the Greek division. To this letter the War 
Office replied on June 3: ‘. . . even if we had sufficient force to occupy the Greek position 
in the Ismid area it would not be a wise move, as it would jeopardise our position of 
neutrality in the present Turco-Greek operations. 

‘The Council realise that when the 11th Division withdraws from Ismid the Christian 
population of the Peninsula will be in serious danger, and that many will be killed. 
Lieutenant-General Harington made proposals to establish an effective Turkish Gendar- 
merie in this area, which might have been expected to mitigate the evil, but the French 
and Italian Governments have refused his proposals [see No. 199], and they must bear the 
responsibility for any massacres which take place.’ 

In a minute on this communication, Mr. Osborne wrote on June 4: ‘Should we now 
reply to the Greek Ch[argé] d’Aff[aires] as proposed . .. or should we await further Cabinet 
decision?’ Mr. Lindsay added in a minute initialled by Lord Curzon: ‘I think wait,’ No 
reply was sent either to this telegram here printed or to the Greek Memorandum of May 23. 


No. 175 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received May 20, 3 p.m.) 
No. 266 Telegraphic [C 10369/60/19] | 


ATHENS, May 19, 1921, 10 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 117.! 

Bill authorising issue of notes has been passed and international financial 
commission, after having refused to consent on May roth, have now pro- 
tested against violation of lawful? control. 

As I have already protested against extension of banks’ privileges in accor- 
dance with instructions in your telegram No. 1123 I do not propose to take 
further action unless otherwise instructed. 

™ Of May 6, not printed. 
2 In the Foreign Office it was suggested that this should read ‘law of’. 
3 No. 148. 


No. 176 


Sir H, Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received May 21, 11.10 a.m.) 
No. 362 Telegraphic [E 5863/143/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, May 20, 1921, 7 p.m. 
Your Lordship’s telegram No. 307.! 


My colleagues and I consider that we cannot refuse Greek war-ships the 
right of passage through neutral zone. My Italian colleague and I however 


1 No. 171. 
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deprecate allowing Greek war-ships to coal and provision at Constantinople 
as we are convinced that such permission would seriously complicate matters. 


No. 177 


Record by Sir E. Crowe of a conversation with the Italian Ambassador 
[C 10074/20/19] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, May 20, 1921 


. The Italian ambassador told me today, in the course of conversation, 
that, at his instance, the Italian government was seeking a rapprochement 
with Greece not only because such a rapprochement presented advantages 
to Italy, but because Italy could hope in this way to render a service or be 
agreeable to Great Britain. M. de Martino explained that the anti-Greek 
direction of Italian policy dated from the time when Italy herself had 
ambitions regarding Smyrna, and was thus justified on the principle of self 
interest. Since however Italy had definitely renounced all such ambitions 
and had decided to clear out of Asiatic Turkey altogether—M. de Martino 
declared Italy would not now take Smyrna even if it was offered as a free 
gift—there was no longer any ground for antagonism between Italy and 
Greece. He said the Greeks recognized this situation and there was every 
prospect of the closest friendship being established between the two countries. 
I asked whether the subject of the Dodecanese did not remain a bone of 
contention between them, to which M. de Martino replied very promptly: 
No. Italy was quite ready to hand over the islands, all except Rhodes, and 
stood by her agreement? on this subject.3 

I said I was glad and relieved to hear that there was this prospect of a 
friendly settlement of all outstanding questions between the two countries, as 
I entirely agreed with M. de Martino that Italy had everything to gain and 
nothing to lose from encouraging Greece to make herself strong and settle 
down to peace and trade.‘ 

E. A. C. 


' The first paragraph of this minute refers to another matter. 

2 For the text of this agreement, see B.F.S.P., vol. 113, pp. 1078-80. 

3 See Vol. XIII, Nos. 104-5, 107, 111-12, 115-18. 

4 Lord Curzon commented on May 21: ‘I have no doubt this is true and that Count 
Sforza having got nothing out of his backstairs intrigues with the Turks, is now veering 
round and that presently we shall have him intervening as the deus ex machina who is 
to make an arrangement between the Turks and Greeks in Asia Minor. This will not 
be until the Greeks have had another beating. We shall then have to consider whether it 
is not for us rather than for Italy to intervene as we have much more influence with both 
parties.’ 
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No. 178 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Received May 22, 9 p.m.) 
No. 364 Telegraphic [E 5869/132/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, May 22, 1921, 11.30 a.m. 

Your telegram No. 223.! 

Twenty-one Maltese deportees recently released arrived here on May roth. 
Majority are proceeding to Black Sea ports presumably on the way to 
Angora or in case of Kars to Batoum. 

General Officer Commanding in Chief and I have jointly decided that 
nothing would be gained by re-arresting these persons or hampering their 
movements even though our prisoners have not been released. I have, how- 
ever, taken the opportunity of making public in form of statement, exact 
position in regard to exchange of prisoners, emphasizing the magnanimity 
shewn by His Majesty’s Government and bad faith of Angora.? 

Text of statement follows by next bag.3 


t No. 104. 
2 In his telegram No. 327 of May 24, Lord Curzon replied ‘Your action approved.’ 
3 In his despatch No. 522 of May 325, not printed. 


No. 179 


Str H, Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Recetved May 22, 10.20 p.m.) 


No. 367 Telegraphic [E 5871 /143/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, May 22, 1921, 11.30 a.m. 


According to precise and reliable information Greek military authorities 
are enrolling Ottoman subjects in parts of Asia Minor under their occupation. 
Certain recently appointed employees of Ottoman Bank have been called to 
the colours. 

My colleagues and myself have on two occasions notified Greek High Com- 
missioner of these facts, requesting him to take necessary steps to put an end 
to acts contrary to international law, which expose Ottoman subjects to 
gravest peril should they fall into the hands of nationalists. 

Angora Government have protested to my French colleague against such 
enrolments requesting him to remind Greek Government that they are ex- 
posing to danger of being treated as rebels, those whom they force in this 
manner to fight against their country. 

I would be grateful if Your Lordship would press Greek Government to.. .! 
an end to these dangerous proceedings. Above is an identic telegram of the 
three high commissioners. 

Repeated to Athens, No. 73. Smyrna No. 42. 

1 The text is here uncertain. 
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No. 180 


Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Recetved May 23, 10.40 a.m.) 
No. 178 Telegraphic [E 5898/143/44] 


ROME, May 22, 1921, 7.45 p.m. 

Your telegram No. Ig!.! 

Note from Italian Government received to-day states that Italian Am- 
bassador at London was instructed some days ago, by telegram, to communi- 
cate to Your Lordship the information in their possession about this incident. 

Italian authorities report that Turkish military police agents unexpectedly 
went on board British ship anchored at Adalia to arrest 13 Turks going from 
Messina to Smyrna and Constantinople. Arrest was effected by violence and 
in spite of opposition of officers of the steamship who were prevented from 
signalling with alarm syren to Italian authorities. Revolver shot was fired 
at one passenger whom Turkish police wished to arrest. Commander of 
Italian Carabinieri, when informed of the incident, instructed an officer and 
some men to go on board and institute an enquiry and take what steps might 
be necessary. Italian authorities were not however in a position to prevent 
the unexpected incident as they did not hear of it until after it had occurred. 
Italian Government have asked for a further report from Adalia and will 
communicate it when received. Meanwhile they have strongly remonstrated 
with Angora Government and have asked for an explanation and satisfaction. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 

1 This telegram of May 12 instructed Sir G. Buchanan to ask the Italian Government 
for explanations concerning the boarding of the British S.S, ‘Palitana’ by Turkish police, 


which incident had been reported to the Foreign Office by Sir H. Lamb, British Consul 
General at Smyrna, in his telegrams Nos. 32 and 33 of May g, not printed. 


No. 181 


Earl Curzon to Sir M, Cheetham! (Paris) 
No. 1412 [E 5586/22/44] 
Sir:— FOREIGN OFFICE, May 23, 1921 

With reference to Lord Hardinge’s despatch No. 1388 (P. 671) of the 12th 
instant,? relative to the Supreme Allied Military Command at Constantin- 
ople, His Majesty’s Government have learnt with great disappointment of 
the decision communicated to His Lordship by the French Ministry for 
Foreign Affairs in their note of the 12th instant.3 His Majesty’s Government 

t Sir M. Cheetham was Chargé d’Affaires at Paris from May 16 to May 23. 

2 In this despatch, not printed, Lord Hardinge transmitted copy of a note of April 29, 
which, in accordance with Lord Curzon’s instructions of April 28 (see No. 138), he had 
addressed to the French Government. 

3 This note, not printed, was a reply to Lord Hardinge’s note of April 29. In this reply 
M. Briand stated: ‘. . . [le Gouvernement francais] maintient son opinion que toutes les 
questions concernant les Commissions interalliées de Turquie doivent étre réglées en méme 
temps. A cet égard il rappelle qu’il a déja accepté la prise de possession immédiate du 
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had hoped, in view of the desire expressed by the President of the Council 
that this question should be settled forthwith and in view also of the manifest 
advantage to both countries of united action during the present crisis in 
Turkey, that the French Government would have been disposed to re- 
consider their attitude.+ Since, however, they have not seen their way to do 
so, His Majesty’s Government have decided, after further deliberation, to 
propose the following concession in what they conceive to be the interests no 
less of France than of this country. 

2. His Majesty’s Government are prepared to agree that, in return for the 
immediate recognition by the French Government of the Supreme Command 
of General Harington over the Allied military forces at Constantinople, the 
Sub-Commission of Organisation should be replaced by two sub-commissions 
for organisation of the Gendarmerie and the Special Elements respectively. 
Under this arrangement the President of the Military Commission would 
have under him firstly, the Sub-Commission of Control presided over by an 
Italian general, secondly, the Sub-Commission of Gendarmerie presided over 
for two years by a French general, and thirdly, the Sub-Commission of 
Special Elements presided over for the same period by a British general, who 
would in fact be Major-General G. McK. Franks.5 

g. I should be glad, therefore, if you would take an early opportunity to 
lay this proposal before the French Government, emphasising once more the 
conviction of His Majesty’s Government that the Allied forces at Constantin- 
ople must, if they are to meet the exigencies of the situation, be united with- 
out delay under a single command.°® 

Iam, &c., 
(For the Secretary of State) 


Commandement interallié 4 Constantinople par le Général Harington pourvu que ses 
propres demandes fussent admises en principe, sans que cela implique leur réalisation immé- 
diate.’ See also No. 156, n. 2. 4 See No. 138, n. 1. 

5 This compromise had been suggested by the War Office in their letter No. 0152/5819 
(M.I. 2) of April 29, not printed. 

6 In his despatch No. 1723 of June 9, Lord Hardinge transmitted a copy of M. Briand’s 
reply of June g, not printed. ‘Your Lordship will observe’, ran this despatch, ‘that the 
French Government make a counter-proposal that, instead of replacing the Military Sub- 
Commission of Organization by two Sub-Commissions, the presidency of the former 
body should be entrusted to General Charpy, now in command of the French troops at 
Constantinople, instead of to a new French General.’ 


No. 182 


Str H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Received May 24, 6.45 p.m.) 
No. 370 Telegraphic [E 5950/1 /44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, May 24, 1921, 12 noon 
My telegram No. 363.! 
All sorts of rumours have been current here and elsewhere regarding 
1 In this telegram of May 21 to the Foreign Office, not printed, Sir H. Rumbold reported 


that the Angora Telegraph Agency had announced, on May 17, the resignation of the 
Angora Government. 
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developments in Cabinet situation at Angora. Authentic news has now been 
received that Grand National Assembly has re-elected whole of previous 
Cabinet with the exception of Commissioner[s] for Foreign Affairs, Interior 
and Finance. 

The new Commissioner for Foreign Affairs is Yussuf Kemal Bey recently 
head of special mission to Moscow which signed agreements with Soviet and 
Afghan Governments.? He is one of four members of last Constantinople 
Parliament who proceeded to Asia Minor just after occupation of Constantin- 
ople3 ostensibly to reassure and enlighten public opinion there, but who im- 
mediately adhered to national movement. 

The late Commissioner for Finance is Ferid Bey formerly well known as 
deputy for Kutahia. He was at one time violently opposed to C.U.P.‘ but is 
turbulent and unstable. This may suffice to account for his dismissal. Neither 
his successors nor new Commissioner for Interior‘ are [sic] at all well known. 

Full list of new Cabinet is given in my immediately following telegram.7 
Present system appears to be that they elect their own (? President). It seems 
probable that Fevzi Pasha® has been so elected. 

So far as these changes mark any new development in Foreign Policy, it 
would appear to be in direct hardening of uncompromising attitude, which 
has prevailed since London Conference and resumption of hostilities in Asia 
Minor. Cabinet is, probably, of minor importance as compared to the 
dictatorship of Mustafa Kemal and military leaders among whom there is 
no real sign of disintegration up to date. 


2 See No. g1, n. 1 and No. 168, n. 2, respectively. 

3 Constantinople was occupied by the Allies on March 16, 1920. Parliament was dis- 
solved on April 12. See Vol. XIII, Nos. 24 and 50. 

4 The Committee of Union and Progress. 5 Hassan Bey. 

6 Ata Bey. 7 No. 371 of May 24, not printed. 

8 Minister for National Defence. See No. 35, n. 8. 


No. 183 


Earl Curzon to Lord Granville (Athens) 
No. 150 Telegraphic [E 4855/50/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, May 24, 1921, 7 p.m. 


Please communicate to the Greek Government when your colleagues have 
been similarly instructed that the three allied Governments have agreed! to 
raise no objection to the collection by Greece of taxes in the Smyrna zone? 
as from the date of Greek occupation, subject however to eventual adjustment 


1 The agreement of the French Government was expressed in their notes of April 9 and 
April 22, copies of which were enclosed in Lord Hardinge’s despatches No. 1089 of April 11 
and No. 1204 of April 24, not printed. The concurrence of the Italian Government was 
reported in Sir G. Buchanan’s despatches No. 307 of April 20 and No. 365 of May 14, 
not printed. 

2 See No. 61. 
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of the receipts and expenditure should the ultimate disposition of the territory 
render this necessary. 

The three allied Governments are however agreed! that in future the 
revenues of the territory occupied by Greece in Asia Minor, which have been 
specially assigned to the service of the Ottoman Public Debt, as defined in 
the Treaty of Sévres, must be reserved for the bondholders until the future 
of this territory has been definitely decided. 


No. 184 


Earl Curzon to Lord Granville (Athens) 


No. 151 Telegraphic [E 5692/50/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, May 24, 1921, 7 p.m. 


My immediately preceding telegram.' (Levying of taxes by Greeks in 
occupied territories.) 

From second paragraph mention of Thrace was omitted, because the only 
justification for reserving the assigned revenues would be that the territory 
might not be ultimately transferred to the occupying power under the Treaty. 

This contingency however does not apply to Thrace, which is in the same 
position as Syria or Palestine for this purpose.? 

You may explain this to your allied colleagues. 


' No. 183. 2 Cf. No. 173. 


No. 185 


Ser H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Received May 25, 2.35 p.m.) 
Unnumbered Telegraphic [E 5995/1 /44] 


Personal CONSTANTINOPLE, May 25, 1921, 4.5 a.m. 


I have ventured to refrain from transmitting message from Agha Khan! 
to Bekir Sami Bey contained in Foreign Office telegram No. 315? in view of 
Bekir Sam1’s resignation and other recent changes at Angora.3 If Bekir Sami 
is strong enough to promote the formation of a moderate party then the 
receipt of such a message would prejudice rather than increase his chances of 
success. If, as seems more probable, he is for the time being without any 
influence, it might compromise him personally in the eyes of the extremists. 


1 Hereditary spiritual head of the Ismaili sect of the Mohammedans. The Aga Khan 
was at this time on a tour of Italy. He arrived back in London on June 3. 

2 Of May 21, not printed. The message advised the Angora Government to liberate the 
British prisoners of war (see No. 163) and to maintain friendship with the Western Powers. 
The message went on to say: ‘In England there are most welcome signs of an understanding 
of the just cause of Islam and Turkey. The Government of India and India Office [are] 
doing all they can to bring Indian Moslem views [and] convictions constantly before final 
authorities.’ 

3 See No. 182. 
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In any case I venture to doubt advisability of transmitting message in 
terms used by Agha Khan to anyone at Angora. As read at that end it 
would encourage two beliefs which, though partially well-founded, it is in our 
interest to disguise as far and as long as possible; first that Allies are divided 
over Turkish question; and secondly that if British view has changed or is 
changing it is due to pressure of Moslem opinion inside British Empire. Agha 
Khan counts for nothing in this country. The few people who have ever 
heard of him would regard him as a ‘tame’ Moslem playing the game of 
Great Britain, but this would not prevent his statement being exploited as 
propaganda that His Majesty’s Government were afraid of Indian Moslems 
generally. 

It is perhaps not realised that I have no means of transmitting messages 
to Angora in a private manner even if recipients could be trusted to keep 
contents to themselves. Alternative (? might be to) ask French or Italians to 
convey messages or alternatively get British military authorities to transmit 
them direct by wireless which anyone may pick up.‘ 

4 On June 7, in a personal telegram, Lord Curzon replied: ‘I appreciate your 
objections, Nevertheless please transmit message in my telegram No. 315.’ As will be seen 
from No. 244, n. 1, below, the message was transmitted to Bekir Sami on his arrival in 
Rome. 


No. 186 


Sir H, Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Recetved May 31) 
No. 518 [E 6213/1/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, May 25, 1921 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to state that I was received in private audience by the 
Sultan on the 23rd May, in order to take leave of His Majesty before my 
departure from Constantinople.' No very settled practice exists as regards 
visits to His Majesty in armistice conditions, but I desired to seize the 
opportunity which presented itself of being received by His Majesty indepen- 
dently of my colleagues, and to mark the fact that His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment regard the Sultan as a personage to be treated with consideration, and 
as still being the ultimate fount of authority in this country. 

2. The Sultan, as on previous occasions, was unattended, and Mr. Ryan, 
who accompanied me, acted as interpreter. His Majesty opened the con- 
versation by referring to the occasion of my visit. He observed that my 
presence in Constantinople in the present serious situation was a source of 
comfort, but that it was also possible to derive some comfort from my de- 
parture on leave, as being perhaps an indication that the situation did not 
appear to me quite so black as it did to the people of the country. I replied 
that the situation might in the future enter on new and complicated phases, 
to which I would hope to return with renewed strength and energy. 


t Sir H. Rumbold was absent from Constantinople from May 26 to July 31. Mr. Rattigan 
acted as Chargé d’Affaires during this time. 


192 


3. The Sultan said that I would doubtless take the opporvunity afforded 
by my visit to England to report verbally on the state of affairs in this 
country. He reminded me of what I had said at our first interview? regard- 
ing the importance of moral and spiritual factors. He said that I was now 
in a position to appreciate the operation of such factors, and to present to 
His Majesty’s Government the views which, as a conscientious observer, I 
had formed on the spot. He spoke of the atrocious conduct of the Greeks in 
places quite close to Constantinople. He accused the Greeks of pursuing a 
definite plan of extermination, and dwelt at some length on the horrors to 
which the Moslem population were exposed. Our own commissions of en- 
quiry had, he said, seen what was happening. The suffering of the Moslems 
were such as could not be conceived possible by people living in Western 
conditions. 

4. I said that His Majesty’s Government had taken the lead in arranging 
for the despatch of commissions to enquire into the occurrences of which 
His Majesty spoke.3 I had on the previous day seen General Franks, the 
president of one of the commissions. What he told me confirmed the reports 
of atrocities. General Franks had indeed discovered cases in which the re- 
ports were exaggerated or unfounded, and I gave His Majesty one salient 
instance. I admitted that, notwithstanding this, the state of affairs in the 
Ismid and Yalova districts was very bad. I said, however, that the despatch 
of the missions had already impressed the Greeks, and was having a deterrent 
effect. 

5. The Sultan said he realised how much His Majesty’s Government had 
done, and thanked them for their efforts. He said, however, that peace was 
the only cure for the situation he had described. On the one hand, the 
Greeks were pursuing a policy of extermination. On the other hand, the 
Angora leaders, bent on personal aims, were sustaining disturbance. The 
innocent and suffering people were the victims of both. His own country 
abounded in people with mad ideas. They relied on Bolshevik assistance. 
His Majesty adverted to the recent change of Government at Angora, where 
Bekir Sami Bey, a comparatively moderate man, had been replaced by a 
‘fellow’ fresh from Moscow.* The only cure, he repeated, was the re- 
establishment of peace by the Great Powers. It must be a peace founded on 
justice. The population of the hinterland of Smyrna was overwhelmingly 
Turkish. Even in the town the Turks constituted 60-70 per cent. of the in- 
habitants. The Greeks might assert the contrary, but Greek, like Persian, 
exaggeration had passed into a proverb in this country. As for Thrace, 90 
per cent. of the population, both in Eastern and Western Thrace, were 
Turkish. The solution there was to form a kind of buffer State. 

6. I said I was sure His Majesty’s Government were alive to the considera- 
tions put forward by His Majesty and to the danger of Bolshevik penetration 
in Asia Minor. I said that Mr Lloyd George was reported to have stated 
that His Majesty’s Government were disposed to intervene in the conflict in 


2 See No. 62. 3 See Nos. 111, 127, 132. 
4 Yussuf Kemal Bey. See No. 182. 
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Asia Minor when a favourable opportunity presented itself. His Majesty’s 
Government were following the course of events very closely, and might be 
relied on to do everything possible to promote the re-establishment of peace. 
The British Empire was so widespread that its interests were touched by 
disturbance in any part of the world, and we were hardly less interested 
than Turkey herself in the restoration of peace in Anatolia. For myself, I 
said, I could not believe that the present conflict between Kemalists and 
Greeks would last, as neither side had the means of sustaining a prolonged 
struggle. I doubted whether the war would continue for more than a month 
or two longer. 

7. The Sultan thanked me for what was reassuring in my remarks, but 
proceeded to develop his own views at some length, explaining more than 
once that they were personal expressions of opinion, which he offered with 
a view to assist me in forming my appreciation of the situation. The follow- 
ing is a summary of what he said, drawn up without any attempt to re- 
produce the precise order of his remarks. 

8. Starting from my observation regarding the weakness of both sides in 
the Turco-Greek struggle, the Sultan said that the Kemalists drew strength 
from Bolshevism, and he insisted once more on the gravity of the Bolshevik 
menace. In his view the policy should be to throw the Bolsheviks back on to 
the Caucasus, in order to avert a danger which would otherwise threaten 
first Turkey and then the peace of the world. To do this it was necessary to 
arrive at a basis of settlement which would satisfy people sufficiently to enable 
peaceable men to settle down to the task of reconstructing their lives by in- 
dividual endeavour. He compared the continued presence of the Greeks in 
predominantly Turkish areas to the artificial methods sometimes used in 
surgery of keeping a wound open. While the Greeks remained in Smyrna 
and Thrace it was impossible that Turkey’s wounds should be healed. Eastern 
and Western Thrace, he said, belonged properly to Turkey, but Turkey was 
incapable of holding them by her own resources against two rapacious 
neighbours. When restored to Turkey they should at the same time be 
neutralised, under guarantee of the Powers, and formed into a buffer between 
Europe and Asia. I understood His Majesty to say that controls need not be 
objected to, as they would be good for Turkey; but this was merely a pass- 
ing remark, and I do not know how far it can be taken as a considered state- 
ment. As regards the prolongation of hostilities, he said that the leaders on 
both sides had an interest in the continuance of a disturbed state of affairs. 
Neither side would take the offensive, and it cost them nothing to remain 
facing each other as at present. What was wanted was not mediation, but 
the exercise by the Powers of a strong and just pressure from above. This 
alone could put an end to the present state of affairs, which, if allowed to 
drift on through the summer and autumn, might produce disastrous con- 
sequences. The Sultan, while admitting that the interests of minorities must 
be safeguarded, spoke with noticeable bitterness of the minorities in this 
country as belonging to some of the worst races of the East. 

g. After asking that, in reporting personally to His Majesty’s Govern- 
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ment, I should combine what he had said with what I had myself witnessed, 
His Majesty said it only remained to wish me a pleasant journey. I thanked 
him for the great courtesy he had shown me on the three occasions on which 
he had been pleased to receive me, and said I should not fail to report it 
personally to the King and his Ministers. The Sultan reminded me of what 
he had told me more than once of his hereditary admiration for Great 
Britain, and his conviction that Turkey’s best hope lay in the assimilation of 
British ideals. It was therefore natural, he said, that he should show particu- 
lar consideration for one who came to him as British representative. He was 
good enough to give, as a further reason, the personal regard which he had 
conceived for me in the course of our conversations. After a few further 
courtesies of the same kind, I withdrew. 
I have, &c., 
Horace RUMBOLD 


No. 187 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Recetved May 31) 
No. 523 [E 6217/1/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, May 25, 1921 
My Lord, 

With reference to my telegrams No. 370! and 371? of the 23rd instant,3 
relative to the change of Government at Angora, I have the honour to state 
that the newspapers of nationalist sympathies in Constantinople have been 
at great pains to explain that recent events at Angora have nothing to do 
with foreign policy. 

2. Much publicity has also been given within the last two or three days to 
the formation of a new party in the Grand National Assembly under the 
name of Group for the Defence of the Rights of Anatolia and Rumelia. The 
title of the group recalls the autumn of 1919, when the programme of the 
Nationalist Movement was definitely laid down by the Erzeroum Congress.* 
The platform of the group is the National Pact, which has recently been the 
subject of correspondence with the Foreign Office. Mustafa Kemal Pasha 
has himself accepted the presidency, and the group claims to have already 
secured the adhesion of 170 members of the Assembly. 

3. This would appear to indicate that as a result of recent tension in 
political circles at Angora, Mustafa Kemal is mobilising as many elements 
as possible round his own person, on the basis of the National Pact and nothing 
but the National Pact. 

4. It is further reported from Angora that an important sitting of the 
Grand National Assembly is to be held on May 26th in order to consider 
future policy. According to some accounts the Cabinet recently appointed 


1 No. 182. 2 See No. 182, n. 7. 
3 These two telegrams were despatched on May 24. 
4 See No. 13, n. 6 and No. g1. 


195 


is merely transitional, and further changes may be expected after the sitting 
of May 26th. However that may be I see no reason at present to alter the 
Opinion expressed in the last paragraph of my telegram No. 370! of 
May 23rd [sic]. 
I have, &c., 
Horace RuMBOLD 


No. 188 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received May 27, 12.5 p.m.) 
No. 276 Telegraphic (E 6075 /143/44] 


ATHENS, May 26, 1921, 3.30 p.m. 
Constantinople telegram No. 353.! 7 

Note? received from Greek Government respecting declaration of neutrality 
of Constantinople zone refers to that of April goth (my despatch No. 186)3 
to which favourable reply is hoped for. Note states that Government take 
note of reasons which render necessary occupation of Constantinople and 
Straits and counts on Allies preventing any reinforcement from reaching the 
enemy. Concentration of troops on Tchatalja frontier amongst several other 
things shows unity of purpose of Governments of Constantinople and of 
Angora. Note finishes with reference to present war having as its origin man- 
date* which Powers entrusted to Greece and as its object pacification of 
Orient, &c. 

Copy follows by bag.s 

Repeated Constantinople. 

1 No. 170. 2 Of May 23, not printed. 3 See No. 141, n. 4. 

4 See No. 141, n. 7. 

5 Enclosed in Lord Granville’s despatch No. 217 of May 26, not printed. 


No. 189 


Earl Curzon to Lord Hardtnge (Paris) 
No. 1460 [(E 5812/143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, May 26, 1921 
My Lord :— 

Your despatch No. 1317! forwarded copy of a Note! from the French 
Ministry for Foreign Affairs in which it was stated that though the French 
Government had not issued a list of articles that might not be exported, 
nevertheless measures had been taken to prevent any delivery of war material 
to either the Greeks or the Turkish Nationalists. 

2. His Majesty’s Government are receiving complaints from British firms 
that while they are not allowed to accept Greek contracts for the supply of 


t Of May 6, not printed. 
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arms and ammunition, French firms are not similarly precluded, so that the 
only effect of His Majesty’s Government’s policy of neutrality is to penalize 
British industry. 

3g. While the information of these firms may be exaggerated, they are 
sufficiently circumstantial to warrant the belief that the French measures are 
being evaded. His Majesty’s Government have for example been informed 
that the Greek Government have received an offer of immediate delivery of 
twenty thousand Lebel rifles at Cette. 

4. I should be grateful if you would bring the subject of the complaints 
of the British firms unofficially to the notice of the French Government and 
urge upon them the desirability of the promulgation of a formal embargo. 

Iam, &c., 
(For the Secretary of State) 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 


2 ‘This was reported by Lord Granville in his telegram No. 267 of May 20 to the Foreign 
Office, not printed. 


No. 190 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received June 9) 


No. 222 [C 1198/20/19] 
ATHENS, May 27, 1921 
My Lord, 

With reference to my despatch No. 214 of the 24th instant,' I have the 
honour to report that the newspapers published yesterday an appeal signed 
by the ‘Central Union of Political Clubs’? to the population of Athens to 
meet on Sunday next in Constitution Square to vote a petition to the 
President of the French Republic to liberate ‘our two beloved and heroic 
compatriots’ Tserepis and Kyriakis.3 It is stated in the press this morning 
that the Minister of the Interior has ‘recommended’ the Prefect of Police 
not to allow this meeting to be organised. I referred to the matter in con- 
versation with the Minister for Foreign Affairs this morning, mentioned the 
dangerous propinquity of the French Legation to Constitution Square, and 
remarked that in other countries, even if a few might sympathise in their 
hearts with an attempt at political assassination, people had not the face to 
say so out loud. M. Baltazzi said that the Government could not actually 
prohibit a public meeting, which was an inalienable right of the people in 
Greece, but that they were doing their best to prevent it by persuasion. He 
added that the idea of the meeting was very foolish, as he could not conceive 
anything more likely to prevent any possible intention of the French authori- 
ties to grant a pardon to these men than such attempts to exercise pressure. 


1 Not printed. 2 Formerly the ‘Reservists’ Leagues’ (see No. 153, n. 1). 
3 These two former Greek officers had attempted, on August 12, 1920, to assassinate 
M. Venizelos at the Gare de Lyon as he was leaving Paris for Greece. 
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I received a long visit yesterday from a former Minister in M. Veniselos’s 
Government, who confirmed what I had already heard from many sources 
that the reservists’ or political clubs are going about among the lower classes 
threatening a massacre of all Veniselists, and that there is a very general fear 
that something of the sort may happen on or just before King Constantine’s 
name-day on the 3rd June. My friend expressed his belief that the Govern- 
ment had sufficient sense to deprecate any such excesses, realising the effect 
they must have on public opinion abroad, but he feared that they were quite 
incapable of controlling the violent section of their followers, and, though he 
could not help hoping himself that counsels of common sense would prevail, 
he did think the danger was a very real one. He agreed with me that the 
one man who could assure the maintenance of order was the King if he 
would only have the force of character to make his desire for peace really 
known; unfortunately he seemed to be quite supine and to take no initiative 
whatever. Colonel Corfe, the president of the League of Nations Com- 
mission for reciprocal emigration between Greece and Bulgaria, has already 
seen the King, and tells me that he will very likely see him again before long; 
I have begged him, if he gets the chance, to speak very frankly to His Majesty 
on this subject. 

In the course of conversation with M. Baltazzi this morning I told him 
of these reports which reached me; I said that I was quite convinced that 
he and his colleagues would disapprove most strongly of anything of the sort, 
but that I could not help fearing that they might not be aware of what was 
going on and that necessary precautions were not being taken. He began 
by denying that the political clubs had any connection with the old reservists’ 
leagues, saying that the poor reservists were all now at the front (I fear neither 
of these statements is in accordance with facts); he declared that there was 
no danger whatever of any attack on the Veniselists, unless, indeed, the 
latter committed some folly, such as an attempt to murder the King or to 
make a revolution; but he went on to assure me most positively that the 
Government were absolutely masters of the situation and had taken all 
necessary precautions. I wish I could entirely believe him, but I am glad 
to have spoken to him, as he will no doubt repeat my remarks, and, after 
his assurances that the Government have the necessary power, it will be more 
difficult for them to excuse themselves, if anything does happen, by declaring 
that they were impotent. 

I have, &c., 
GRANVILLE 


P.S. May jo. The ‘Central Union’ published a notice on Saturday that 
the meeting was postponed to a more suitable date, and no attempt was 
made to hold it yesterday. | G. 


No. 191 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received May 28, 4 p.m.) 
No. 283 Telegraphic [E 6115/143/44] 


ATHENS, May 27, 1921, 9 p.m. 


Constantinople telegram No. 367! and your telegram to me No. 1 (? 48).? 

French Chargé d’Affaires received a telegram from Paris asking the result 
of joint démarche apparently taking it for granted that the three legations 
had acted on the suggestion of High Commissioner without awaiting instruc- 
tions of their Governments. Italian Minister received instructions to make 
collective démarche if and when his colleagues were so instructed; but he 
was informed that you had not yet instructed me as you were asking Sir H. 
Rumbold for further details. I told them that I presumed you considered 
such action unnecessary in view of assurances given to me by Minister for 
Foreign Affairs} and to British representative at Smyrna‘ by M. Sterghiades 
that Greek Government and civilian authorities at least fully realized the 
illegality of recruiting Ottoman subjects. 

When I received your telegram No. 148 I informed my colleagues who 
agreed that they would each speak to Minister for Foreign Affairs in the 
sense of Constantinople telegram while I should refer to my former con- 
versations and draw attention to facts stated in Smyrna telegram No. 37.5 

This I did this morning and Minister for Foreign Affairs promised to make 
immediate enquiries as to possibility of Ministry of War having sent such 
instructions behind his back and to insist on the matter being put right; 
he added that apart from the question of international law such action was 
contrary to Greek interests as it was desirable in view of treaty of Sévres that 
these Greeks should remain Greeks of Smyrna and not of Greece so as to 
have a vote. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs said that French Chargé d’Affaires who had 
just called, had spoken in this connection of Thrace as well as of Asia Minor 
and that Greek Government maintained that the situation in Thrace was 
entirely different as it had been officially and definitely annexed. I said that 


1 No. 179. 

2 Telegram No. 148 of May 18 referred to Smyrna telegram No. 37 of May 18, in which 
Sir H. Lamb had reported: ‘Greek High Commissioner denies, but military authorities 
maintain, that instructions received from Athens [concerning the call up of fresh classes 
for military service] are to interpret this in the widest possible sense so as to embrace all 
of Greek parentage whether Ottoman subjects or not.’ In his telegram No. 148 Lord 
Curzon instructed Lord Granville as follows: ‘Please make further representations to the 
Greek Government and state that in opinion of His Majesty’s Government these orders, 
if they have really been issued, should be countermanded.’ As reported in his telegram 
No. 188 of April 21, not printed, Lord Granville had already pointed out to the Greek 
Foreign Minister that the enrolment in the army of Greek Ottoman subjects ‘would be 
entirely contrary to International Law, not to mention the Treaty of Sévres.’ 

3 As reported in telegram No. 188 of April 21 (see n. 2). 

4 As reported by Sir H. Lamb in his telegram No. 37 (see n. 2). 

5 See n. 2. 
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I had no instructions to speak about Thrace and preferred not to discuss the 

question without them. I am not sure, but I think French and Italian 

telegrams from Constantinople did mention Thrace as well as Asia Minor. 
Repeated to Constantinople. 


No. 192 


Mr. Rattigan' (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Received May 29, 7 p.m.) 
No. 377 Telegraphic [E 6118/143/44| 


CONSTANTINOPLE, May 28, 1921, 12.20 p.m. 


Addressed to Smyrna No. 48. Repeated to Foreign Office No. 377. 

Following sent to Smyrna to-day No. 48. 

Your telegram No. 75 to me.? 

Notification by Nationalist authorities prohibiting entry into Turkish 
ports of British vessels. 

I have informed Italian High Commissioner that His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment cannot admit such discrimination against British shipping and have 
pointed out that as Adalia is under Italian occupation I must request him 
to instruct Italian authorities there to assure to British ships free entry and 
protection against repetition of further incidents such as that of S.S. ‘Pali- 
tana’.3 : 

™ Acting High Commissioner at Constantinople in the absence of Sir H. Rumbold (see 
No. 186, n. 1). 

2 Not repeated to the Foreign Office. 


3 Lord Curzon replied in his telegram No. 346 of June 1: ‘Action taken with your Italian 
colleague is approved.’ For the ‘Palitana’ incident, see No. 180, n. 1. 


No. 193 


Earl Curzon to Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 
No. 232 Telegraphic [E 5898/143/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, May 28, 1921, 6.30 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 178! (May 22nd. Raid on ‘Palitana’). 

The ground on which Italian Government originally proceeded to the 
occupation of Adalia? and on which we presume they justify its continuance 
is the maintenance of order.3 While glad to know that the Italian Govern- 
ment have asked for explanation and satisfaction from Angora, His Majesty’s 
Government cannot absolve the Italian Government of all responsibility and 
feel that the local Italian authorities ought to have been in a position to avert 
this very unpleasant incident. You should so inform them and lodge a formal 
protest.‘ 


™ No. 180. 2 On April 29, 1919. 3 See Vol. I, No. 10, minute 8. 
4 See No. 200, below. 
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No. 194 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) 
No. 339 Telegraphic (E 5991 /143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, May 28, 1921, 9 p.m. 


Sir H. Rumbold’s telegram No. 362 of goth May.! 

What complications do you apprehend from continued use of Constanti- 
nople by Greek warships for coaling and provisioning? Admiralty favour 
decisions? 1 and 2 in Sir H. Rumbold’s telegram No. 3363 but I am inclined 
to agree with French view reported in my telegram No. 302.4 Present 
attitude of the Nationalists is not such as to encourage an exaggerated 
neutrality on our part by which they alone profit. 

Can you not devise in consultation with your colleagues some compromise 
which would not deprive Greeks of use of Constantinople and yet would 
fulfil our neutral obligations in respect of Constantinople? And does not 
proposed Greek withdrawal from Ismid’ affect the situation? 


™ No. 176. 
2 Admiralty letter, M. 0824, of May 24 to the Foreign Office, not printed. 
3 No. 159. 4 No. 164. S See No. 174. 


No. 195 


Sir H. Dering! (Bucharest) to Earl Curzon (Recetved May 31, 10.15 a.m.) 
No. r1x Telegraphic [E 6200/143/44] 


Urgent BUCHAREST, May 28, 1921? 


I learn from Roumanian firm which has business with Great Britain that 
private firm in Greece have requested them to obtain Roumanian Govern- 
ment’s surplus stock of 50,000 or more rifles, 500 machine guns and 2,000,000 
cartridges for the use of the Greek Government. 

Firm are unwilling to take any action in the matter which would be 
unwelcome to His Majesty’s Government. They think Greek firm would 
apply to other (? agent)s here to obtain these Government stores 1n the event 
of their refusal. I understand (? store)s in question are available and 
probably captured from Germans or Hungarians. 

(? I request instructions) by urgent telegram.3 It would appear advisable 
to request Roumanian Government to refuse sale if reinforcement of Greek 
supplies is not desired. There is however no indication whether Roumanian 
Government would be willing to sell. 


t Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary at Bucharest since August 9, 1920. 
Sir Herbert Dering was also H.M. Consul-General for the Kingdom of Roumania. 

2 The time of despatch of this telegram is not recorded. 

3 In his telegram No. 79 of June 4, Lord Curzon replied: ‘His Majesty’s Government 
do not desire to intervene. For your own information, we have no objections to sales by 


’ JRRoumania.’ 


20! 


No. 196 


Lord Hlardinge (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received May 30) 


No. 1573 [E 6157/1 /44] 
PARIS, May 28, 1921 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to enclose herewith an extract from the ‘Echo de Paris’! 
giving the conditions imposed by the Angora Government before ratifying 
the Franco-Turkish Treaty concluded last March.? 

I enquired to-day of M. Berthelot whether the information was correct, 
and he stated that practically it was so. He added that the extremists at 
Angora appeared to have gained the upper hand, and consequently the 
French Government intend to do nothing further for the time being. 

It was interesting to note the change in the views of the French Govern- 
ment,3 since he expressed his ardent hope that the Greeks would obtain a 
great victory over the Turks in the Smyrna region. 

I have, &c., 
HARDINGE OF PENSHURST 


! Of May 27, not printed. 2 See No. 56, n. 3. 3 Cf. No. 166. 


No. 197 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Recewwed June 6) 
No. 534 [E 6440/201 /44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, May 28, 1921 
My Lord, 

With reference to Sir H. Rumbold’s despatch No. 473 of the 11th instant,! 
I have the honour to inform you that Sir Adam Block, at his own request, 
attended the meeting of the Allied High Commissioners held yesterday, and 
communicated a detailed statement on the financial situation. 

2. He pointed out that complete bankruptcy was now only a question of 
days. Every possible expedient had already been resorted to, and it was 
only due to a series of unexpected windfalls that the Turkish Treasury had 
been hitherto enabled to carry on. There was no reason to anticipate any 
further windfall of this kind, and in these circumstances the Ottoman 
Government would not even be in a position to pay the priority claims on 
the Treasury or the salaries of officials for the month of Bairam. This would 
naturally create an outbreak of violent discontent, the end of which it was 
difficult to foresee. 


' This despatch, not printed, transmitted a copy of a letter of May 6, not printed, from 
Sir Adam Block to the Grand Vizier, Tewfik Pasha, drawing his attention to the critical 
state of the Turkish Treasury. 
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g. Sir Adam Block pressed the French High Commissioner to exert his 
influence with a view to obtaining from the Ottoman Bank the statutory 
advance of £T. 1,500,000 which would enable the Turkish Treasury to carry 
on its present hand-to-mouth existence for a little longer. General Pellé 
promised to do his best to induce the bank to make the proposed advance 
without delay. 

4. On being asked whether he could prescribe anything in the nature of 
a real remedy, Sir Adam Block replied that, as he had already pointed out, 
a saving of some £T. 300,000 a month could be effected by the diminution 
of the personnel in Government offices. Some go per cent. of these function- 
aries were superfluous and did practically no work, and he had done all he 
could to induce the Government to pension them off. Further, he estimated 
a monthly gain of £T. 200,000 would accrue to the Treasury [as] a result 
of the reversion to the 11 per cent. ad valorem tariff, ifand when this measure 
was adopted.2 He had no further remedy to suggest until the Financial 
Commission, established under the Treaty of Sévres, came into being.3 He 
thought the Ottoman Government should be pressed to allow the provisions 
of the treaty to this effect to enter into force without waiting for the ratifica- 
tion of the treaty as a whole. He thought the Financial Commission might, 
with the powers conferred upon them, conceivably save the situation, though 
it might already be too late. Anyhow, this was the only hope. 

5- I suggested to the French and Italian High Commissioners that it could 
do no harm to instruct our respective dragomans to make strong representa- 
tions to the Grand Vizier in support of Sir A. Block’s representations. I did 
not think it feasible to bring into force a section of the Treaty of Sévres before 
its actual ratification. But it might be possible to induce the Turkish Govern- 
ment themselves to ask that the proposed Financial Commission should be 
called into being forthwith and empowered to take charge of the financial 
situation. At the same time I was bound to confess that, in the view of 
Mr. Ryan, the Constantinople Government was too frightened of Angora for 
there to be much chance of their accepting this solution. The same con- 
sideration applied to the question of reversion to the 11 per cent. ad valorem 
tariff. 
6. It was finally agreed that the three dragomans should ask for an 
immediate audience of the Grand Vizier, and press upon him the adoption 
of the measures advocated by Sir A. Block, and especially of the ad valorem 
tariff. They could then, in a friendly and unofficial manner, suggest to the 
Grand Vizier that the one real hope of saving the desperate financial 
situation appeared to lie in the establishment of the Financial Commission, 
and sound him as to whether the Porte would be disposed to ask for the 
immediate entry into force of this commission. 

7. Sir A. Block thought that there was some hope of the Porte accepting 
this advice. 

8. The dragomans are to see the Grand Vizier on Monday. But neither 


2 See No. 161, n. 2. 
3 See Nos. 1, 8, 18, 35. 
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Mr Ryan nor myself are [sic] very sanguine as to the success of this 
démarche. 1 will report the result of the interview in a further despatch.‘ 
I have, &c., 
FRANK RATTIGAN 


4 No. 546 of June 1, not printed. In this despatch Mr. Rattigan transmitted to the 
Foreign Office a Memorandum of June 1 by Mr. Ryan on the collective démarche made 
by M. Quinet, M. Galli, and himself on May 30. 


No. 198 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Received May 30, 11.30 a.m.) 
No. 380 Telegraphic [E 6140/1 / 44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, May 29, 1921, 4.45 p.m. 

My telegram No. 366! and my telegram No. 370? (last paragraph). 

Execution of Mustafa Saghir reported in my telegram No. 3793 affords 
still further proof that the attitude of Angora is completely anti-British and 
that leaders there will stop at nothing. Palitana incident‘ at (? Adialia), 
closing down of Abbott’s mines,’ denial of access to Nationalist ports to 
British ships,® non-execution of exchange of prisoners agreement,’ and 
increasing violence of Angora press, all point in the same direction. 

Our professions of neutrality in Turco-Greek conflict carry no conviction 
in Angora. Whether sincerely, or for reasons of policy, leaders there com- 
pletely identify us with Greeks. Recent excesses of latter in Yalova® area 
unfortunately tend to exacerbate feeling against us also. 

Attitude of Angora towards French is hardly less hostile, though it is less 
violent. French High Commissioner here quite realizes that policy of con- 
ciliating Nationalists has proved a failure.? Neither Kemalists nor Greeks 
seem really anxious to take initiative in fresh hostilities on a large... .!° 

It is difficult to see how far situation in Asia Minor .. .!° without. . .?° 
When Sir H. Rumbold’s telegram No. 325"! was drafted it was possible to 
hope that even if Nationalists defeated Greeks they would hesitate to join 
issue with us openly and would prefer to acquire dominant position here 
gradually without open onslaught on allied forces. In their present mood 
however they are capable of bolder course. In case of Greek reverse we 
have to reckon with possibility of military attack accompanied perhaps by 
attempt at a coup de main here. Constantinople is ripe for disorder. 


1 Of May 21, not printed. In this telegram Sir H. Rumbold reported that his Italian 
colleague had information ‘corroborating fact that extremists at Angora are in ascendant’. 

2 No. 182. 

3 Of May 29, not printed. Mustapha Saghir was a British Indian, who was held prisoner 
by the Nationalists. On May 12 Sir H. Rumbold had telegraphed to Bekir Sami claiming 
the surrender of this man under the exchange of prisoners agreement. 


4 See No. 180, n. 1. 5 See No. 169, n. 5. 6 See No. 192. 
7 See No. 169. 8 See No. 172. 9° Cf. No. 166. 
10 The text is here uncertain. ™ No. 149. 
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Central Government, though Nationalist in sympathy, might dislike such 
dangerous courses but it is powerless and its financial situation is once more 
desperate. Position foreshadowed in preceding paragraph may arise even 
sooner if Greeks carry out plan of removing division from Ismid area.'? 

Kemalists would have moral and perhaps material support of Bolsheviks 
in carrying out programme which I have outlined both in Anatolia and in 
Constantinople. 

I would suggest that whole situation should be reviewed in light of (? above) 
(? observations) with General Harington before he leaves London.'3 Ex- 
change of views with French Government would doubtless follow. 

Please do not think that I am striking out new line based on alarmist 
views of situation immediately after departure of Sir H. Rumbold.4 He 
was, before leaving, fully alive to grave trend of events in Angora and would, 
I think, concur in above appreciation of situation as it exists today. 


12 See No. 174. 

13 General Harington was in London for consultations with the War Office and Cabinet. 
He was received by the King on May 27. 

14 See No. 186, n. 1. 


No. 199 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Recetved May 30, 10 a.m.) 
No. 381 Telegraphic (E 6131/22/44] 


Very Urgent CONSTANTINOPLE, May 29, 1921, 10 p.m. 


Scutari gendarmerie.! 

I was asked to attend special meeting of allied High Commissioners 
yesterday at which the French and Italian High Commissioners expressed 
themselves very strongly at what they called the unjustifiable action of the 
British military authorities in interfering with the organization of Scutari 
battalion. They objected particularly to fixing of special rate of pay. Apart 
from the fact that this would give rise to great discontent in other . . .? it 
was indefensible in principle as it had been expressly laid down by the three 
allied High Commissioners that the actual organization of the battalion was 
to be left entirely to the Turks. French High Commissioner said that we 
had characterized as unwarrantable interference recent action of French 
delegate on gendarmerie control commission to which Sir H. Rumbold and 
British General Officer Commanding had taken strong exception. High 
Commissioner was prepared to accept British point of view in regard to the 
action by French delegate and had instructed him to abstain in future from 
all interference with organization. But though he was prepared to waive 


™ See No. 156. 2 The text is here uncertain. 
3 The activities of Colonel Viet (see No. 25, n. 7) had been reported to the War Office 
_ in General Harington’s telegram No. 179 of April 12 (see No. 145, n. 2). 
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right of commission of control he insisted that British military authorities 
should on their part abstain from any further interference with organization 
of battalion. Italian High Commissioner entirely associated himself with 
this demand. I said that I thought proposal for special rate of pay had 
originated with Turks owing to difficulty of finding officers but Italian and 
French High Commissioners both maintained that it had been put forward 
by British military authorities.‘ 


4 In a further telegram No. 382 of May 29 Mr. Rattigan commented: ‘Only solution— 
if Allied High Commissioners maintain their present standpoint—would appear to be as 
follows:—we should ask Ottoman Government to form a battalion—need for which they 
themselves brought forward—under our direction, and offer to find the necessary money 
for payment of officers and men. . . . I would suggest Your Lordship might take advantage 
of General Harington’s presence in London to consult him on the matter.’ In their letter 
0152/5774 (M.I. 2) of June 3 to the Foreign Office, the War Office stated that General 
Harington agreed with Mr. Rattigan, and had suggested that His Majesty’s Government 
should find a sum not exceeding £3,000 a month, in order to improve the Turkish rates of 
pay. This sum, however, the Army Council was not prepared to provide from Army funds. 


No. 200 


Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Received May 31, 11 a.m.) 
No. 197 Telegraphic [E 6221/143/44] 


ROME, May 30, 1921, 5.30 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 232.! 

I spoke as instructed to Minister for Foreign Affairs this morning. 

His Excellency replied that it had always been and still was the desire of 
Italian Government to maintain order at Adalia. They could however only 
do so within the limits of possibility. He had always advocated our coming 
to terms with Nationalists and our delay in doing so had resulted in extreme 
party getting the upper hand. Italian Government could not send more 
troops nor could they embark on a new war. Much as he regretted the 
incident it was a case of force majeure for which Italian Government could 
not be held responsible any more than His Majesty’s Government could be 
held responsible for death of Italians killed‘in recent troubles in Egypt.? 


™ No. 193. 

2 Serious riots had broken out in Cairo and Alexandria in mid-May; see, e.g., The Times, 
May 20, p. 9. Mr. Edmonds minuted on June 1: ‘We cannot admit the least analogy with 
the disturbances in Egypt. In Egypt the British and Egyptian authorities dealt efficiently 
with a big popular riot. At Adalia the Italian authorities made no effort whatever to 
restrain the Turkish authorities from acts of violence.’ 
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No. 201 


Memorandum by Sir E. Crowe on the Hostilities between Turks and Greeks 


[E 6263/143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, May 30, 1921 


The Secretary of State for War in certain papers! circulated to the cabinet 
has called attention to the pressing dangers to which the conflict between 
Greece and the Angora Turks exposes the allied position at Constantinople. 
The dangers are described as so grave that the immediate withdrawal of all 
British troops from the Dardanelles as well as from the Bosphorus are 
advocated as the only alternative to a military disaster. 

Although it is recognized in these papers that such a withdrawal would 
have ‘an adverse effect’ on our political and commercial interests in the 
Middle East, and would mean a ‘loss of prestige’ and a ‘blow to our trade’, 
the effect of stating the case merely as a military problem obscures the 
magnitude of the issue involved, which is primarily political. 

The Turk reestablished, as a result of military victory on his part, and the 
flight of the allies, means the loss of practically the whole fruits of our 
victorious campaign in which Turkey was completely defeated. The political 
consequences of such a consummation can hardly be overestimated. 

Assuming, with our military authorities, the total collapse of Greece, and 
the disappearance of any forcible opposition to the Angora government, 
little short of the complete restoration of the Turkish Empire as it stood 
before the war must be reckoned with. We should have a Sultan with fully 
reestablished authority at Constantinople, commanding the Straits as before, 
his Christian subjects returning to the old regime of oppression and massacre, 
Turkish sovereignty restored in Western as well as Eastern Thrace. This 
would very soon be followed by the revival of some kind of connection with 
the Arabs, a perpetual threat to our position in Mesopotamia, in Palestine, 
and probably in Egypt. A reconstituted great Turkey, run after by France, 
Italy, and Germany, as it certainly would be, would intensify the pan- 
Islamic movement, which has for its object the destruction of our Indian 
Empire, and Constantinople would become again the centre of all anti- 
British intrigues all over the world. The present alliance between Angora 
and Moscow? may not last. The elements of permancy [sic] are certainly 
lacking. But for the moment, and probably for some years to come, we must 
reckon with it as a fact. This alliance is kept alive by the common desire 
to bring down our Indian Empire. With the Russians overrunning Persia— 
which is by no means impossible—and having a footing in Afghanistan, and 


"1 These papers, circulated prior to a meeting of the Cabinet on the morning of May 31, 
consisted of a Memorandum by the Secretary of State for War, covering a Note by the 
Chief of the Imperial General Staff and appreciations by the General Staff and by General 
Harington (who was in attendance) in regard to the military situation at Constantinople 
(C.P. 2981), and of a Memorandum, also by the Secretary of State for War, covering a Note 
by General Harington in regard to the organization of a Turkish gendarmerie (see No. 156) 
for the Ismid Peninsula (C.P. 2991). 2 See No. g!, n. 1. 
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with a reconstituted strong Turkey holding Constantinople and the Straits, 
the danger to India is formidable. 

This is the picture which rises to the mind when looking carefully at the 
War Office proposal modestly posing as the withdrawal of a few British 
battalions from an exposed position. 

A measure fraught with consequences so subversive of all that our policy 
has hitherto aimed at, invites the most careful deliberation before it is agreed 
to. Should it, on examination, prove to be inevitable, it may at least be 
possible to take other action which would help us to counterbalance or 
migitate, if not avoid, some of the evil effects of an unconditional evacuation. 
In order to see more clearly what action 1s open to us, thought should be 
given to a number of points. 


I. As regards the military situation: 


A. Is a Greek collapse in present circumstances really inevitable, and 
must such collapse necessarily occur both at Smyrna and on the Ismid 
front? The difficulty in which the Greek forces find themselves must have 
been largely due (a) to the withdrawal of allied support, both financial 
and in respect of the supply of material, and (4) to the introduction of 
incompetent officers in the place of some of the more capable Venizelists. 
Prima facie, neither of these defects are [stc] entirely irremediable. The 
allies might facilitate, if not afford, financial assistance, and encourage, in- 
stead of stopping, the supply of arms, ammunition, and stores. Again, under 
the shadow of a probable total eclipse, King Constantine might either 
abdicate, or recall Venizelos, or at least allow the return of Venizelist 
officers to influential positions. 

Our military authorities should be asked to give an opinion as to how 
the military situation would be affected if either or both those contingen- 
cies were realized. 

B. Whether in connection with such remedial measures, or apart from 
them, a question of importance arises as regards the time which it would 
take the Turks to drive the Greeks from their positions in Anatolia. 

c. Supposing the Greeks rallied with sufficient energy to make it 
probable that they could, by concentrating on Smyrna, succeed in holding 
it, what would be the chances of a Turkish attack on the allies at Con- 
stantinople? How long would it take for such an attack to mature? Or, 
again, if the Greeks were to abandon Smyrna, but would concentrate 
their forces to withstand any attack on Eastern Thrace, what time would 
be at their, and possibly their allied friends’, disposal for organizing such 
defences? The importance of the time element lies in the possibility of 
giving scope to diplomatic action to intervene. This brings us to the 
consideration of 


II. The political situation. 


1. The central fact is the internal position of the Greek government 
and dynasty. There is some evidence that the extreme danger to which 
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the country is exposed, is beginning to be realized, but whether, as one 
of the War Office papers suggests, the Greeks are actually contemplating 
a retirement from Anatolia altogether and the definite abandonment of 
Smyrna, must remain doubtful. It would be worth while to make an 
effort to secure reliable information on this point. It is conceivable that 
such a policy of scuttle would be impossible for King Constantine but that 
he might abdicate or otherwise allow Venizelos to become responsible for 
the national sacrifice. These are matters very difficult to ascertain. It 
may become a question of consulting Venizelos himself, or possibly of 
approaching King Constantine. 

2. It should not be difficult, on the assumption that the view taken of 
the general situation by our military authorities is correct, to bring it 
home to the Greeks that unless they consent to some sacrifice, the with- 
drawal of the allied forces from Constantinople (which would then, owing 
to the menace from Angora, become inevitable) would expose them to 
the danger of being driven not only out of Smyrna but out of Thrace. 
If in these circumstances they see the wisdom of cutting off a limb in order 
to save the rest of the body, they might find help to achieve this by 
turning to Great Britain who has been their real friend during the whole 
course of their modern history. 

3. The crux of the matter, supposing the situation to have developed 
so far, will be to devise the means by which, Smyrna being given up, we 
could hope to save Thrace for Greece and keep the Turks at Constanti- 
nople and in the Straits within bounds. This can presumably be hoped 
for only if we succeed in so strengthening the hands of Greece as to make 
Mustapha Kemal content to have recovered Smyrna and forego further 
territorial ambitions westward. It is a point to be carefully probed. The 
possibility of bringing Greek troops (or gendarmerie) into Constantinople 
and the zone of the Straits might have to be considered. 

4. If the Greeks, refusing to look facts in the face, and, spurning help 
on the only condition on which they are likely to obtain it, land themselves 
in complete disaster, the fate of the Christians in Anatolia and especially 
in Smyrna will not be enviable. If, on the other hand, Great Britain 
intervenes to save what can be saved, she cannot rest without obtaining 
some guarantees from the Turks in the shape of some sort of special regime 
at Smyrna, however modest. 

5. At the same time it will probably become necessary to devise fresh 
arrangements for the control of the Straits. With the delivery of Anatolia 
from Greeks, French, & Italians, the Angora government will dominate 
the Sultan and Constantinople. They will chafe at the narrow circuit of 
the Chatalja lines, and will not be tolerant of outside control of the 
Marmora. It is difficult to see how the allies, disposing of no force, can 
hope to keep in their hands the keys to the Straits. All the more important 
will it be to strengthen the Greek position on the Thracian shore as much 
as possible. From this point of view alone, it would be unwise to allow 
any extension of Turkey in Europe beyond the Chatalja line. No other 
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line offers any advantages. Enos—Midia is a shibboleth, geographically 
it is unpractical. Besides, any change in that direction would almost cer- 
tainly bring the Bulgarians into the arena, and [? unroll] the whole Balkan 
problem once more, which the allies have every interest not to raise afresh. 


The foregoing considerations tend to the conclusion that the first step 
towards a new orientation of policy is to clear up the position of Greece. 
To this end we must get into touch with the political factors which actually 
control Greece. We must ascertain what is behind the Greek government, 
how far they can, and are minded to, go in the direction of curtailing the 
national ambitions; and we must know the mind of King Constantine. The 
question is how to get at the real facts. It 1s doubtful whether our minister 
at Athens, placed as he is in official opposition to the Greek king and govern- 
ment, is in the best position to help us. The Greek Chargé d’Affaires here 
is unreliable. To approach Venizelos might have the effect of closing all 
avenues to the knowledge we seek. Admiral Mark Kerr? is not a man whom 
it is safe to trust. If I may throw out a suggestion which I owe to Sir W. 
Tyrrell it is that we might make use of Colonel Repington.* We all know 
his faults and shortcomings. But no one doubts his ability or his genuine 
desire to help Greece. He has the ear of King Constantine, the Greek 
government consider him their friend. His connection with the Daily 
Telegraph would enable us to employ him without committing ourselves 
outwardly. I have little doubt that Lord Burnham$ would co-operate. We 
could even trust Lord Burnham to obtain for us the benefit of Col. Reping- 
ton’s services without the latter knowing who[m] he is really working for. 

Failing this channel, I am afraid we must fall back upon Lord Granville. 
Given clear and precise instructions, he could no doubt do much to obtain 
the desired information, but it will not be easy for him, and he may possibly 
fail, not necessarily by his own fault. 

The next step must depend on what the Greek attitude is. If Greece is 
reasonable over Smyrna, we ought seriously to examine into ways and 
means to assist her in holding Thrace, and to enlist her co-operation in 
maintaining the freedom of the Straits. If with a Greek concentration in 
the European theatre an attack on Constantinople from the Anatolian Turks 
can be resisted, we ought to reconsider the question of withdrawing the 
British troops. The interests involved in not allowing the old Turkish 
Empire to be set up again, on a stronger basis than before, are so serious 
that it may be found as vital to the British Empire to maintain our forces 
at Constantinople as to employ them in Ireland. 

In fact, so important does the Constantinople position appear that the 
question cannot be altogether evaded whether, even in the case of Greece 
obstinately refusing to make any concessions at Smyrna or to accept advice 

3 An admirer of King Constantine: he had gone to Greece in October 1913 as Head of 
the British Naval Mission. 

4 See No. 15, n. 1. 


S$ Owner of the Daily Telegraph. Lord Burnham was President of the Empire Press Union 
and Chairman of the Newspaper Conference since 1914. | 
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from Great Britain, we must not seek means to prevent Angora from 
swallowing Constantinople and capturing the Straits. 

This search for means naturally suggests the question of what assistance 
we might hope to get in our policy from our allies. Italy may be ruled out. 
But what about France? It is to be feared that France may look with 
equanimity if not with satisfaction on the complete restoration of the 
Turkish Empire. Provided French politicians can continue to dip their 
fingers into the Turkish till, they are blind enough to contemplate without 
much misgiving the breaking up of our Indian empire, and the loss of Egypt. 
They are already embarking on a policy of Turkification in Syria and would 
not scruple to promote the return of some form of Turkish overlordship over 
Mesopotamia, Palestine, and Arabia. It is doubtful whether they would 
seriously bestir themselves in the cause of the freedom of the Straits. If 
they could pose as the friends of Turkey, as against England’s hostility, they 
would hope, by such an attitude, and by financial influences which they 
masterfully direct, to remain in security themselves as regard pan-Islamic 
activities and enhance their own prestige in the Mahometan world at our 
expense. 

It may perhaps be doubted whether our own support of the Greeks alone 
would suffice to maintain the position at Constantinople. French co-operation 
would become indispensable from the moment that we were left to face the 
Constantinople problem without even the Greeks acting in complete harmony 
with us. I see no way of obtaining French co-operation except at a price. 
If we want France to stand by us and support our policy in the East, I am 
afraid we must bargain and pay. 

We come back to the general question of Anglo-French relations. I believe 
France would pay a high price for an alliance6 by which we gave security 
against a German attack on the Rhine. This question of Constantinople 
seems to call for a policy of close cooperation between the two countries in 
the East, which can probably not be secured in any other way.’ 

E. A. C. 


6 See Vol. XVI, No. 634, n. 1. See also No. 516, n. 2, below. 

7 This Memorandum was not initialled by Lord Curzon, but at the Cabinet meeting of 
May 31 (see n. 1) he obviously used it as a brief. Mr. Churchill, Secretary of State for the 
Colonies, supported Lord Curzon’s view that withdrawal from Constantinople would have 
dangerous reactions upon the British position in Mesopotamia and Palestine unless it were 
carried out as part of a general peace with Turkey. After prolonged discussions, the Cabinet 
agreed that the Staffs of the Admiralty, War Office, and Air Ministry, in concert, should 
draw up a Report to the Cabinet on the possibility of holding a position which would enable 
the Allies to secure the passage of the Dardanelles (thereby enabling them to exercise naval 
pressure at Constantinople), and on the minimum forces with which such a position could 
be maintained against Turkish attack. The Cabinet particularly desired to b: informed 
whether the passage of the Straits by armoured ships could be safeguarded by holding a 
position on the European side of the Straits only. 
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No. 202 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Received June 1, 2.55 p.m.) 
No. 384 Telegraphic [E 6288/143/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, May 37, 1921, 8.30 p.m. 

Your telegram 3309.! 

Sir H. Rumbold no doubt meant that continued use of Constantinople 
by Greek warships for coaling and provisioning would complicate generally 
our position of strict neutrality. 

I entirely agree that present attitude of Nationalists is not such as to en- 
courage exaggerated neutrality on our part. In fact this was the gist of my 
telegram No. 380.? 

As a matter of fact not only Nationalists but majority of Constantinople 
Turks affect to regard our neutrality as a pure farce and this impression is 
in no way counteracted by our Italian allies. Consequently from this point 
of view we have little to lose by less rigid adherence to strict letter of 
neutrality. 

I do not know of any compromise which would be better than present 
state of things which practically amounts to maintenance of French point 
of view. 

I feel strongly that whole situation demands careful revision. Kemalists 
have latterly become so violently hostile to Great Britain, and in a lesser 
degree to France that I fear they must be regarded as entirely intractable. 

Only alternatives appear to be complete surrender to Nationalist demands, 
or open support of Greeks. If former course is decided on, the sooner we 
intervene to impose solution favourable to Nationalist demands the better. 
Military circles here are unanimously of opinion that, without some support, 
Greeks must eventually collapse, in which case we shall have to reckon with 
triumph of Nationalists who will probably stick at nothing in their hostility 
to Great Britain. 

The . . .3 we postpone intervention the more exhorbitant will Kemalist 
demands become; alternative would be to support Greeks with a view to 
decisive defeat of Kemalists in hope that this would enable moderate 
elements to come to the front in Anatolia, effect union with Constantinople 
Government, and accept some fair solution such as that proposed in London.‘ 
I presume in that case we should be able to intervene at the right moment 
and compel acceptance by Greeks. There is, of course, always the danger 
that Bolsheviks might exert themselves to aid Turkish Extremists in keeping 
moderate element under. 

Moreover, I am bound to point out that French military authorities here 
have formed very poor estimate of Greek fighting capacity and think they 
are likely to prove broken reed. 

If we do support Greeks we should have to make it clear that we are so 


1 No. 194. 2 No. 198. 3 The text is here uncertain. 
4 See Vol. XV, No. 53, Appendix 2, No. 58, n. 3, and No. 59. 
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acting, not to impose Treaty of Sévres in its entirety, but to accelerate fair 
settlement: that we are moreover seeking to re-establish authority of Con- 
stantinople Government as representing law and order against forces of 
disorder and anarchy represented by Kemalists. By ‘support’ I do not of 
course mean supply of British troops which I presume are not available. 

British military circles here appear to think supply of staff officers, tanks, 
and aeroplanes would make a great difference to Greek chances of success. 

I venture to repeat that situation has changed so much for the worse 
during last few days that revision of whole situation is necessary. I believe 
Sir H. Rumbold with new facts at his disposal would concur in above 
observations. 

Judging from attitude of French High Commissioner here, I believe French 
Government would welcome suppression of Kemalists, especially as latter’s 
counter proposals’ appear to have caused keen irritation in Paris.® 

Repeated Athens No. 75. 


5 This would appear to refer to the French-Kemalist negotiations (see No. 355). Cf. 
No. 203, below. 

6 In a minute to this telegram on June 1 Mr. Osborne suggested: ‘I suppose we could 
not appease Greece with Cyprus.’ Lord Curzon added: ‘Please do not make this fantastic 
suggestion.’ 


No. 203 
Record by Mr. Leeper’ of a conversation with the Greek Chargé d’ Affaires 


FOREIGN OFFICE, May 31, 1921 


Monsieur Rangabé called this morning in order to make a communica- 
tion from his Government; but before making it he informed me that the 
Greek Army in Asia Minor was now in a position to resume military opera- 
tions. The morale of the men was good and they had the best hopes of suc- 
cess. He said he had already informed Sir E. Grig[g]? at 10 Downing Street 
of this view. 

The telegram from his Government, of which he asked me to take down 
the following resumé was this:— 

Kemalists’ counter-proposals to French Government following upon re- 
jection of convention by Angora Assembly seem to us inacceptable to French 
Government.3 In these circumstances a ‘concordance’ between the resump- 
tion of our military operations which is imminent and a French operation in 
Cilicia seems ‘indiqué’. Nevertheless before approaching French Government 
on this subject we should like to know the opinion of the British Government. 
Please see authorised Members of British Government and submit this plan 
and inform us as soon as possible of views of British Government. 

A. W. A. LEEPER 


t Assistant Private Secretary to the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs. 
2 Sir Edward Grigg was Private Secretary to Mr. Lloyd George. 
3 See No. 196. 
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No. 204 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Recetved Fune 1, 3.30 p.m.) 
No. 387 Telegraphic (E 6288/143/44] 
My telegram No. 384. CONSTANTINOPLE, June I, 1921, 11.45 a.m. 

French High Commissioner discussed general situation at great length 
with me yesterday. 

He felt matters had come to such a pass that it was impossible to continue 
policy of ‘wait and see’. He was convinced that allies—or rather France and 
Great Britain—must take immediate step forward. It was for them to 
decide whether to lean to the side of Greeks or Nationalists. If they chose 
former they must give Greece effective support: if latter course was decided, 
we should at once tighten our neutrality by imposing forthwith all measures 
recommended in Sir H. Rumbold’s telegrams Nos. 336 and 362.2 Moreover, 
we should in that case intervene in forcing on Greeks solution acceptable to 
Kemalists. 

If only he could feel the slightest confidence in Greeks he himself would be 
inclined to former course, but military authorities had poorest opinion of 
Greek army and if this estimate was correct, support of Greeks would land 
us in another Wrangel fiasco.3 

In any case if Greeks were not supported they would probably collapse 
very shortly and we should then find Kemalists even more impossible to —- 
with than at present. 

I gathered that General Pell[¢] was telegraphing in this sense to his renm 
ment. 

Repeated Athens No. 76. 

t No. 202. 2 Nos. 159 and 176, 3 See Vol. XII, Chap. V, passim. 


No. 205 


Earl Curzon to Lord Granville (Athens) 
No. 164 Telegraphic [C 11018 ]20/19] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, June 1, 1921,.3.50 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 280 (of May 26th).! 
Insertion of such an article in Constitution, before ratification of Greek 
Minorities Treaty,? would be a breach of the Treaties of Guarantee.? 


! This telegram, not printed, referred to Athens telegram No. 279 of May 26 in which 
Lord Granville had reported that in a committee charged with the preparation of amend- 
ments to the Greek constitution, M. Stratos proposed to submit that the first article should 
be one declaring the absolute sovereignty and independence of Greece. In telegram No. 280 
Lord Granville had stated: ‘If His Majesty’s Government and the French Government are 
not prepared to take active steps to insist on Treaty rights as Protecting Powers, would it 
not perhaps be more dignified to let it be known officially at once, by means of question 
and answer in Parliament, that although minorities’ Treaty is not ratified provision relin- 
quishing the rights of protection in favour of League of Nations is considered to be 
binding[?].’ 2 See No. 5, n. 2. 3 See No. 5, n. 3. 
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It would be most foolish of Greek Government thus to provoke Guarantee- 
ing Powers and you should point out to them obvious wisdom of postponing 
any action of the kind until they have made sure none of the Guaranteeing 
Powers will object. 


No. 206 


Letter from Mr. Oliphant to the Secretary to the Army Council 
[E 5643/143/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, Juné I, [921 
Sir :— 
In answer to your letter No. 0152/5840 (M.I. 2) of the 13th ultimo,! 
I am directed by Earl Curzon of Kedleston to state for the information of the 
Army Council, that His Lordship concurs in the despatch to the General 
Officer Commanding in Chief, Mesopotamia? and to the General Office[r] 
Commanding in Egypt and Palestine,? of the same instructions regarding the 
sale of surplus army stores as were sent to the General Officer Commanding 
in Chief, Constantinople,‘ viz. that any military supplies may be disposed of 
to the belligerent parties provided they are not included in the export 
prohibition list published in the Board of Trade Journal of 31st March, 
1921.5 
2. With regard to the third paragraph of your letter under reply, I am to 
state that the suggestion of adding aeroplanes, tanks and other articles to the 
above-mentioned list has been carefully considered. Since, however, the 
list was in the first instance drawn up as the result of long consultation with 
the Departments concerned, and since the Board of Trade having at that 
time represented very strongly that the inclusion of any article in the list 
constituted a hindrance to legitimate trade, aeroplanes were deliberately 
excluded from the list, His Lordship does not feel justified in taking up with 
the Board of Trade and other Departments the suggestion for an extension 
of the list. 
Iam, &c., 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 


™ Not printed. 2 Lt.-Gen. J. A. L. Haldane. 

3 Lt.-Gen. Sir W. N. Congreve. 

4 These instructions had been transmitted by the War Office to Gencral Harington in 
their telegram No. 8886 of May 3, not printed, the draft of which had been approved by 
the Foreign Office in their letter of May 2 to the Secretary of the Army Council, not printed. 

5 See No. 130, n. 10. 
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No. 207 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received June 4, 2.20 p.m.) 
No. 298 Telegraphic [E 6411 /143/44] 


ATHENS, 7une 3, 1921, 2 p.m. 

Constantinople telegrams 384 and 387.! 

I entirely agree with Mr. Rattigan and French High Commissioner that 
policy of ‘wait and see’ is very dangerous, and that allied Governments, and 
especially His Majesty’s Government, should adopt a definite policy without 
delay. If we are to favour one side or other the arguments in favour of 
Greece appear to me infinitely the stronger; only argument of real weight 
in favour of Kemal is bad effect which our support of Greece would no doubt 
have on our Moslem fellow-subjects throughout the world, and I fully 
realize how important that argument is. But a Kemalist victory would 
mean very much more than a settlement of the Smyrna question: Angora 
Government has already shown itself intractable and unwilling to accept 
any moderate solution (see their treatment of French agreement),? they are 
evidently becoming more intractable and if they succeed in driving Greeks 
into the sea, will it be possible to keep them out of Constantinople and pre- 
vent them conquering Thrace? On the other hand if we support Greece and 
enable her to achieve a victory, we have far more means of exerting pressure 
on her than on Kemal, and it should not be difficult to insist on her accepting 
a moderate settlement, particularly as there is a considerable body of opinion 
in Greece which considers that in going to Asia Minor she bit off more than 
she can chew. If Kemal should win, is there any hope of securing any sort of 
protection for Christian populations? And would it not be a terrible blow to 
our prestige to leave those populations to their fate after all our declarations 
that Christian populations, once freed, can never be replaced under Turkish 
domination? 

I am not competent to express an opinion on military matters, but I am 
not much impressed by low estimate of Greek fighting capacity expressed 
by French, which is certainly in any case prejudiced: during the last four 
years I have constantly heard such criticisms and sneers, but as a matter of 
fact I understand that Greeks have almost invariably acquitted themselves 
well; even the failure the other day at Eskishehr? was, I believe, solely due to 
High Command, and I understand most of the troops at least behaved 
admirably. Nevertheless it is certain that if we maintain our strict neutrality, 
which does actually hurt the Greeks far more than the Turks, even if Greeks 
obtain some measure of success in forthcoming offensive, it cannot possibly 
last, and sooner or later they are bound to collapse from want of men, want of 
material, and, most of all, want of money. 

Regarding the question from purely selfish British point of view it seems 
clear from all Constantinople reports that Kemalists are irreconcilably 
hostile to us, and that nothing we can do now will change that hostility; on 


! Nos. 202 and 204. 2 See No. 196. 3 See Nos. 94 and 97. 
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the other hand our prestige and popularity in Greece are already infinitely 
higher than those of any other Power, even now when Government is in 
hands of men who were anyhow, whatever they may be now, strongly pro- 
German; we are hardly blamed at all for our attitude hitherto, as it is con- 
sidered that we have been obliged to adopt it in order to maintain our 
alliance with France, the importance of which to us is quite understood, and 
even if France joins us in now supporting Greece we shall get the entire credit 
of having persuaded or forced her to do so, and our position here will be 
unassailable for many years to come. 

Will it not lessen bad effect on Moslems of the Empire if we declare that 
we insist on a just and reasonable settlement, and that one of our objects at 
least is, as Mr. Rattigan suggests, to re-establish authority of Caliph, the 
legitimate ruler of Turkey? 

Another objection to supporting Greece 1s of course that Greek victory 
will consolidate King Constantine’s position and perhaps render him a 
permanency, but, as I have ventured to argue before,‘ is his personality, 
however objectionable to us and however perfidious, sufficiently important 
to make us change our whole Near Eastern policy and go back on our many 
declarations? Many Veniselists maintain that recognition of Constantine, 
which I suppose must ensue from our support of Greeks, would mean 
annihilation of his political adversaries; personally I doubt this, and I pre- 
sume we could impose conditions for recognition, one of which would be 
protection of those adversaries. I also believe that though victory in Asia 
Minor would render his position unassailable for the moment, if he cannot 
get a more efficient Government than the present one, his accession of 
strength would not be permanent. 

With regard to ante-penultimate paragraph of Mr. Rattigan’s telegram 
No. 384, Military Attaché considers one of the chief Greek needs is for 
specialists such as veterinary officers, horse-masters, shoeing-smiths, ord- 
nance artificers, and mechanics. Aeroplanes with their pilots and observers 
would certainly be most useful and so would probably be staff officers, but 
these should be nominally haison officers, so as not to wound Greek (and 
French) susceptibilities. Is not the country too mountainous and difficult for 
tanks? A very valuable form of assistance would be use of British navy 
especially for blockading purposes; I think Greek Government would prob- 
ably jump at a suggestion in present circumstances to put Greek fleet under 
our command. | 

Of course one of the most important forms of assistance would be financial. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


4 See, for example, No. 45. 
5S Colonel E. S. Hoare Nairne. 
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No. 208 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Recewed June 5, 1.15 p.m.) 
No. 396 Telegraphic [E 6415/143/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, June 4, 1921, 8.30 p.m. 

My telegram No. 384.! 

(? I) put the following two questions to acting General Officer Com- 
manding-in-Chief.? 

1. Would Greeks collapse eventually if left to themselves and when? 

2. Is there a good chance of Greeks being successful if backed by French 
and ourselves? 

He gives in reply as his considered opinion. 

1. Yes, because rank and file do not trust their leaders and there is no 
mutual confidence between officers of different political views. 2. Immediate 
moral and financial assistance and the modified material support which 
we are in a position to afford would in my opinion prevent Greek army from 
(? crumbl)ing and probably enable them to maintain a successful defensive. 

Given sufficient time to make our influence felt a successful defensive could 
undoubtedly be assured. 

An opinion as to a successful offensive cannot be given with the knowledge 
at our disposal at present. 

Above assumptions are based on existing Kemalist forces and distribution. 

If Kemalists sought Bolshevik aid (? problem) would be (? changed) but 
any support by Bolsheviks on a considerable scale would take time to 
materialise on account of distances and communications in Anatolia. 

Repeated to Athens No. 78. 


1 No. 202. 2 Admiral Webb. General Harington was in England. 


No. 209 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received June 5, 11.15 a.m.) 
No. 304 Telegraphic [C 11655 /20/19] 


ATHENS, June 4, 1921, 9.45 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 164.! 

I spoke to Minister for Foreign Affairs this morning in the sense of your 
instructions. He at once pounced on my use of the words: ‘guaranteeing 
Powers’ rather than “protecting Powers’ and tried to start argument as to the 
rights accruing to those Powers by the terms of the treaties. I stopped him 
and said that there was no object in discussing the point: His Majesty’s 
Government held to their interpretation of treaties and the only object of my 
present communication was to warn the Greek Government of the folly of 
provoking guaranteeing Powers by the insertion of such an article as was 


! No. 205. 
218 


proposed in the Constitution unless and until they had received assurances 
that those Powers were prepared to accept it. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs assured me that he entirely agreed and that 
President of the Council was of the same opinion. 

It will be interesting to see whether they will be able to persuade Monsieur 
Stratos and others to leave the subject alone.? 


2 In his telegram No. 318 of June 8, not printed, Lord Granville reported that M. 
Gounaris strongly supported a proposal in the Assembly to adjourn discussion of the article 
on independence. 


No. 210 


Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Recetved June 7, 11 p.m.) 
No. 208 Telegraphic [E 6565 /143/44] 


ROME, June 5, 1921, 1.45 p.m. 
My telegram No. 197.! : 

Minister for Foreign Affairs told me last night that owing to absence of 
Italian Ambassador and Counsellor from London he would ask me to convey 
to Your Lordship views of Italian Government on proposal of His Majesty’s 
Government? to send British man-of-war to Adalia which he would other- 
wise have sent through Italian Embassy. 

I sent first secretary} to Ministry for Foreign Affairs today and he was 
informed by director of political department that Italian Government are 
still awaiting more definite information about ‘Palitana’ incident than that 
reported in my telegram No. 178.4 Meanwhile they learn that ‘Palitana’ was 
flying Khedival and Italian flags and cannot therefore on their present 
information admit any outrage to British flag has occurred. They acknow- 
ledge however that action of Turkish military police was unwarrantable but 
consider this affects themselves as being responsible for maintenance of 
order at Adalia just as much as anyone else and they are accordingly doing 
all they can to obtain satisfaction from Angora Government. But until and 
unless they have to admit they are unable to obtain such satisfaction, they 
would ask His Majesty’s Government to abstain from sending man-of-war 
to a port which they are occupying for purpose of maintaining order. ‘Pali- 
tana’ incident was, they contend, coup de main which Italian authorities 
were not in a position to prevent. 

First secretary expressed surprise that Minister for Foreign Affairs had not 
spoken in this sense to me on May 30th when I lodged protest which Your 
Lordship instructed me to make in your telegram No. 232.5 Political director 
said however that he had telegraphed above views to Italian Embassy 
London on May 26th as soon as he received notification from me of His 


t No. 200. 

2 In his telegram No. 221 of May 24, Lord Curzon had instructed Sir G. Buchanan to 
inform the Italian Government that a British man-of-war was being sent to Adalia. 

3 Mr. E. H. J. Leslie. 4 No. 180. 5 No. 193. 
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Majesty’s Government’s intention to send man-of-war to Adalia, so Your 
Lordship may already have been informed of them.® 
Repeated to Constantinople. 


6 Lord Curzon had been informed of these views in a Note of June 1, not printed, from 
the Italian Ambassador. 


No. 211 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Recewed June 5, 10 p.m.) 
No. 400 Telegraphic [E 6419/201 /44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, June 5, 1921, 3 p.m. 

My despatch No. 534.! 

Present financial situation is as follows. 

Sir A. Block’s proposals for cutting down expenditures by diminution of 
personnel in Government departments have been approved by Ottoman 
Government. 

Minister of Finance is examining with Provisional Financial Commission 
plans for increase of fixed taxes. 

Sir A. Block is pressing Porte to put into force ad valorem tariff for pro- 
visional period of 6 months during which Provisional Committee will study 
with Minister of Finance question of modifying (? budget) with a view to 
its re-adaption to present economic conditions within limit of 11 per cent 
already approved by Powers. 

Meanwhile in view of critical situation and in order to enable Government 
to pay salaries for Bairam, Sir A. Block informed allied High Commissioners 
that on demand of Provisional Committee Ottoman State Bank had declared 
its readiness to advance £T1,200,000 on security of Government share in 
profits of régie. He requested allied High Commissioners to give their 
approval to this measure. 

French and Italian High Commissioners discussed matter with me and 
we agreed in view of critical situation to give required approval.? 


™ No. 197. 

2 In his despatch No. 596 of June 16, not printed, Lord Curzon approved Mr. Rattigan’s 
action. He added: ‘In view, however, of the interest of His Majesty’s Government in the 
preservation of Turkish Government assets for the purpose of securing the effectiveness 
of the first charge upon the revenues and resources of Turkey in respect of the expenses of 
the Allied Forces of Occupation, as provided for by Article 236 of the Treaty of Sévres, 
I should be glad if in future you would refer here for approval in advance any financial 
proposals made by the Turkish Government for which the sanction of His Majesty’s 
Government is sought.’ 
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No. 212 


Earl Curzon to Lord Granville (Athens) 
No. 254 [E 6204/143/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, June 6, 1921 
My Lord, 

With reference to previous telegraphic correspondence respecting reported 
atrocities by Greeks in the Ismid Peninsula, I transmit to you herewith 
copy of an interim report of the Commission of Enquiry' received from His 
Majesty’s Ambassador at Constantinople.? 

2. You should communicate this report without delay to the Greek 
Government and request them to furnish you without delay with their 
observations on these grave allegations. 

Iam, &c., 
CuRZON OF KEDLESTON 

1 See Nos. 162 and 172. 

2 Not printed. This interim report was enclosed in Constantinople despatch No. 506 of 
May 20 to the Foreign Office, not printed. The final reports were published without the 


names of witnesses (see No. 320, below) in Cmd. 1478 of 1921 (‘Reports on Atrocities in 
the Districts of Yalova and Guemlek and in the Ismid Peninsula’). 


No. 213 


Sir H. Lamb (Smyrna) to Earl Curzon (Received Fune 8, 11.45 a.m.) 


No. 47 Telegraphic [E 6569/143/44) 
SMYRNA, June 7, 1921, 1.30 p.m. 

Military Attaché Athens! arrived Smyrna June 4th and visited Sterghiades? 
and Greek army headquarters. 

Colonel Palles3 gave present strength of Greek army in Asia Minor as 
160,000 which will be raised to 175,000 by bringing 12th division and details 
from Thrace. Eleven divisions including 12th and 11th which is to be 
moved from Ismid to Brussa group will be available for next offensive which 
will probably begin about three weeks hence. 

Actual fighting strength of each division is 7,500 which with army and 
corps troops will give total fighting strength of 100,000. Total of nationalist 
forces on Greek front is believed to be about 60,000. Greek general staff 
consider two regiments sufficient to protect southern line of communication 
and one regiment for northern line. 

Colonel Sariyannis* is confident of success of Greek attack if it is carried 
out before Kemal can obtain great (? increase of) supplies, munitions and 
transport but he is anxious for the future. Greeks are putting all their 


t See No. 201, n. 5. | 2 Greek High Commissioner for Smyrna. 
3 Chief of Greek General Staff. 4 Deputy Chief of Greek General Staff. 
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resources into next battle which will practically exhaust their artillery 
ammunition reserve. Sariyannis believes Greek Government will be then 
able to arrange for further supplies. His anxiety is more concerned with 
Kemal’s power to refit than with Greek supply difficulties. Already Kemal’s 
artillery is as strong as Greeks and has more ammunition to fire. 

If Kemal continues to obtain supplies as quickly as he recently has he will 
be able to arm more men, to reorganize his army after defeat and thus to 
render Greek victory fruitless. Sariyannis urged view that Asia Minor is now 
only the theatre of operations, that Kemal’s base is Russia whence munitions 
are transported across the Black Sea to Sinope, Inebole and Samsun, and 
that effective blockade of Black Sea ports is essential factor which will 
decide eventual success or failure of Greek effort. He thinks that most 
valuable military aid Greece could receive would be support and assistance 
in Carrying out this blockade. 

Sterghiades, like Greek general staff, expressed confidence in Greek 
success in coming operations. 

He regretted wholesale removal of capable senior officers who had served 
under M. Veniselos but said that he had personally satisfied himself that 
morale of troops is still high. 

General Leonardopoulos has been superseded in command of roth division 
by General (? Mis)melas.5 

Military Attaché and British military representative® left for Ushak 
June 6th. 

Sent to Foreign Office, repeated to Athens and Constantinople. 


S General Soumelas. 6 General T. O. Marden. 


No. 214 


Earl Curzon to Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 
No. 247 Telegraphic [E 6400/143/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, June 7, 1921, 3.5 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 197 (May goth, Raid on ‘Palitana’.)! 

Italian Chargé d’Affaires has requested His Majesty’s Government to 
postpone despatch of man-of-war to Adalia.2,_ We are agreeing to do so for 
the present on the understanding that Italian Government undertakes to 
prevent outrages against British vessels going to Adalia in future (in spite of 
recent Nationalist prohibition)3 and that they obtain satisfaction for ‘Pali- 
tana’ incident. 


1 No. 200. 2 See No. 210, n. 2. 

3 See No. 192. In his telegram No. 7 of May 29, not printed, Captain Taylor, H.M. 
Consul at Rhodes, had reported as follows: “Turkish authorities at Anatolian ports now 
boycott vessels with British flag or with Greek crews. Such vessels are not allowed to embark 
cargo or passengers and may be refused pratique.’ 
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We have also asked that Italian Government will enquire into case of 
Mr. Hodder and two other British subjects at Sokia who have been informed 
not only by Turkish but also by Italian authorities that they must consider 
themselves Turkish prisoners.‘ 


4 The two other British subjects were Mr. Campling and Mr. de Swart. All three were 
employees of the American firm of McAndrews and Forbes. The case was reported to the 
Foreign Office in some detail by Sir H. Rumbold in his despatch No. 474 of May 11, not 
printed. 


No. 215 


Minute by Mr. Harmsworth' on the Prohibition of export of munitions to 
Greece 


[E 6565 /143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, Juné 7, 1921 


Sir P. Lloyd-Greame? asks me again today whether he is to continue 
discouraging British firms from exporting munitions to Greece. He knows 
that the Disposals Board have been reluctantly compelled to withhold a large 
consignment that they would naturally have wished to be rid of3 and he 
believes that the French and Italians are getting the business. 

He would like to be in the position to ‘wink at’, to-be officially unaware of, 
transactions of this kind on the part of British munitions firms and thinks 
that H.M.G. have so far altered their policy of non-intervention in a struggle 
between the Greek & Kemalists as to render feasible the course he desires 
to pursue. 

Sir Philip would be grateful for information today if possible. 

C. H. 


Lord Curzon to see, if necessary.* 


! The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs. 

2 Parliamentary Secretary at the Board of Trade. 

3 On April 16. Mr. Oliphant had written to the Disposal and Liquidation Commission 
as follows: ‘In reply to your letter Sec/Disp/3928 of 12th instant, relative to a proposal to 
sell two hundred thousand hand grenades to the Greek Government, I am directed by 
Earl Curzon of Kedleston to state, for the information of the Disposal and Liquidation 
Commission that, as His Majesty’s Government have agreed with their Allies to adopt an 
attitude of strict neutrality in regard to the present hostilities in Asia Minor, it has been 
decided that no facilities can be accorded for the export of war material from this country 
to Greece or Turkey.’ 

4 Lord Curzon minuted, June 8: “The question whether we should give military aid to 
Greece is one for Cabinet decision, but has not yet been decided. Until it is settled I do 
not think that the winking policy is justifiable.’ 
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No. 216 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received June 9, 3 p.m.) 
No. 317 Telegraphic [E 6617/143/44] 


ATHENS, June 8, 1921, 4 p.m. 


Full report of Admiral Kelly’s conversation with Monsieur Gounaris by 
safe opportunity to-morrow.! 

Monsieur Gounaris asked Admiral Kelly to assure His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment on his arrival in England that Greek Government and people are as 
firm as ever in devotion to Great Britain and in desire to pursue common 
policy with her, and that they are determined to carry operations in Asia 
Minor to successful conclusion and are confident of their ability to do so; he 
declared that Greeks are champions of Europe against Bolshevism; that 
Turks will stand and fight and that complete victory 1s therefore possible; 
that ‘unity of Greece’ is already attained, as opposition is now a properly 
constituted party, and that both Government and people are tempera- 
mentally opposed to reprisals; that a Veniselist deputy has been sent to 
Constantinople to inform Veniselist officers there that no action will be taken 
against those who return at once to join their units. Admiral Kelly asked 
whether after a victory Greek Government would accept proposals of last 
London conference,? and Monsieur Gounaris replied that conditions could 
no longer be the same when Turkish power was crushed, but that frontier 
laid down by Treaty of Sévres was strategically bad, and he seemed to admit 
possibility of modifying frontier in the sense of restriction. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs alluded to this conversation to me yesterday 
and I todk opportunity to express hope that Greek Government fully under- 
stood that Admiral Kelly had no instruction or information or even indica- 
tions of policy and that his remarks had been purely personal. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs assured me that he understood this. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


1 Vice-Admiral Kelly was Head of the British Naval Mission to Greece. In a report of 
June 6, transmitted to the Foreign Office in Lord Granville’s despatch No. 243 of June 8, 
not printed, he stated that before leaving for England he had an interview on June 4 with 
M. Gounaris and ‘asked whether he could be given the assurance, in case any combined 
action was ever agreed upon, that the Greek Naval Forces would be placed under the direct 
command and control of the British Naval Commander-in-Chief’. 

2 See Vol. XV, No. 53, Appendix 2, No. 58, n. 3, and No. 59. 
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No. 217 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) 
No. 359 Telegraphic [E 6446/1 /44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, June 8, 1921, 6 p.m. 

Your despatch No. 542.! 

Please bring this quite unjustifiable calumny to the notice of the Grand 
Vizier and suggest to him that in the common interest of Great Britain and 
Turkey he should at once draw the attention of the Angora authorities to the 
fact that so far from encouraging or condoning Greek excesses against Mos- 
lems, His Majesty’s Government have of their own initiative investigated 
cases of reported outrages in territory in Greek occupation.2, They have 
further, in cases where such reports have proved to be authenticated, pro- 
tested strongly to the Greek Government? and they are actually engaged in 
trying to transport Moslems from areas where it is not feasible adequately 
to protect them from possible attack.* 

You might at the same time point out that the dissemination of lies of this 
kind does not encourage His Majesty’s Government to pursue their humani- 
tarian work on behalf of Turkish Moslems. 

1 This despatch of June 1 transmitted a translation of an article in the ‘Hakimiet-i-Millie’ 
of Angora of April 28. This article identified His Majesty’s Government with the activities 
of the Greeks in Asia Minor. 

2 See Nos. 111, 127, 162. 3 See No. 212. 

4 This had been reported by Mr. Rattigan in his telegram No. 388 of June 1, not printed. 


No. 218 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Received June 13) 
No. 570 [E 6786/1 /44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, June 8, 1921 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to report that the following information has reached 
me from French sources regarding the situation at Angora :— 

2. A conflict is said to be developing between the Kemalist and Unionist 
sections of the Nationalist groups. Both sections have certain points in 
common, e.g., aggressive chauvinism, and dislike of Bolshevik principles. 
Both are at present determined to rely on Bolshevik aid in order to obtain 
a fulfilment of nationalist aspirations. 

3. The Kemalists are, however, believed to be ready to drop the Bol- 
sheviks, if they can obtain satisfaction from the Entente. Whereas the 
Unionists, knowing themselves to be irretrievably compromised with the Allies 
owing to their war record, desire a permanent alliance with the Bolsheviks. 
Enver! and Djemal? are regarded as hand in glove with the latter, and are in 
fact considered to be practically Bolshevik agents. 


¥ See No. 12, n. 7. 2 See No. 4, n. 4. 
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4. Enver is credited with the determination to supplant Mustapha Kemal 
as head of the Nationalist group. There are said to be at present at Angora 
a large and important band of his adherents, who are devoting their efforts to 
obtaining the direction of affairs on behalf of the Unionists. 

5. In this connection there is a report that Bekir Sami’s fall3 is really due 
to the fact that he was responsible for the arrangement with Great Britain 
for the exchange of prisoners, whereby an important group of Unionists 
were released and enabled to return to Angora, where they have reinforced 
the Unionist movement to supplant Mustapha Kemal. The latter could 
not openly oppose the release of Turkish prisoners, but was incensed by the 
folly of Bekir Sami in thus effecting a reinforcement of his opponents, and 
therefore withdrew from him the support of the Kemalist Party. 

6. I have the honour to annex a memorandum by Mr. Ryan giving his 
views on these questions. 

I have, &c., 
FRANK RATTIGAN 


3 See Nos. 169, 185. 4 See No. 65, n. 5. 


ENcLosuRE IN No. 218 
Memorandum by Mr. Ryan 


When the recent crisis in Angora became known here it was generally 
supposed that it was due to a conflict between moderates of the Bekir Sami 
type and extremists whose extremism consists in a determination to reject any 
settlement with the Allies except on the basis of the complete realisation of the 
National programme as laid down at Erzeroum in September 1919 and in 
the National Pact subscribed by the Constantinople Deputies in January 
1920.5 

2. For several days past reports have been current that the true inward- 
ness of the crisis was quite different, and that it was the result of a definite 
attempt on the part of the Committee of Union and Progress to secure con- 
trol of the National movement and to oust the present leaders, especially 
Mustapha Kemal. It is alleged that something in the nature of an unsuccess- 
ful coup d’état was organised by the adherents of Enver Pasha, including his 
uncle Halil Pasha and Kutchuk Talaat Bey.® At the same time that these 
reports reached Mr. Rattigan from French sources a similar version was 
published in the ‘Réveil’ of the 6th June, a weekly paper published by an 
Armenian, who probably got his information from the same French sources. 
My French colleague told me that he personally believed this information, 
which had come through from Trebizond. I received on the 7th June more 
or less the same information from a possibly, but not necessarily, independent 
Turkish source. 7 

3. We still have very little precise information as to what has passed in 


5 See Nos. 13, n. 6, and g1. © See No. 12, n. 7. 
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Angora. There is some little evidence to support the French account. There 
appears to be little doubt that the Angora Government has held up certain 
of the released Malta deportees. It is also stated, though this is less certain, 
that Halil Pasha and Kutchuk Talaat have recently left or been expelled 
from Angora. 

4. It is perfectly certain that Enver has for a long time past been active on 
lines of his own, and that Mustapha Kemal and the soldiers most intimately 
associated with him have no desire to be superseded by Enver Pasha and his 
group. It is, moreover, probable that the Bolsheviks would prefer to see 
Enver in control of the Nationalist movement, firstly, because he has been 
much more in their pockets than Mustapha Kemal; secondly, because he is 
more compromised in the eyes of Europe; and, thirdly, because they probably 
suspect the Angora leaders of being at heart ready to come to some settlement 
with the Allies. 

5- It would be a mistake, however, to attach undue importance, from our 
point of view, to the alleged struggle between Unionists and Kemalists. It 
amounts, so far as its effect on us is concerned, to little more than personal 
rivalry between two groups, both of which are equally hostile to Great 
Britain, equally anxious to stir up trouble for us in Mesopotamia, Egypt and 
India, and equally xenophobe in their general attitude. If a struggle has 
really taken place, its result has been to leave in the ascendent, not Kemalists 
who are prepared to sacrifice anything of the National programme for the 
sake of a settlement with Europe, but Kemalists who stand for the whole of 
the National programme, and whose attitude towards the British Govern- 
ment is one of unmitigated hostility. They have shown signs, it is true, of 
being alarmed by the open dissatisfaction of the French Government at their 
recent counter-proposals,’? but they have shown no signs of being willing to 
give the French real satisfaction. They dislike Bolshevism and mistrust 
Bolsheviks, but they stand by the Bolshevik Alliance, and, unless I am 
mistaken, they mean to stand by it unless they can get from the Allies 
far more favourable terms than have so far been offered or even thought 
possible. 

6. It is possible, though, I admit, not demonstrable, that the Kemalist 
leaders themselves are exaggerating any recent trouble between them and 
the old gang of Unionists in order to frighten the Allies with the spectre of an 
extremism more extreme and, above all, more Boloesque than their own. The 
advantage of this would be to drive a wedge between us and the French, and 
to counteract the tendency of recent events to throw the French completely 
into the arms of Great Britain and throw both together on to the side of the 
Greeks. 

7. The Italians, having served their purpose, count for less and less in 
Anatolia. They no longer exert any authority, even in the districts tem- 
porarily occupied by them. On their own side, however, they are frightened 
of the situation as a whole, lest the bottom should fall completely out of 
their policy of securing a strong economic position in Turkey and posing 

7 No. 196. 
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as the one European Power which in Islamic questions is disinterested. To 
this I attribute the publicity recently given, through Italian channels, to 
statements that Angora is not really extreme, and that, while determined to 
eject the Greeks, the Kemalist leaders have no desire to prolong the war 
a moment longer than is necessary for the realisation of reasonable and 
legitimate aspirations. 

8. Nothing should distract our attention from what are to us the main 
features of the situation, namely, that the Angora leaders are united in 
bitter hostility towards Great Britain; that, while anxious to play the French 
off against us, they have no intention of giving anything away to the French, 
and that if by their own resources or with Bolshevik aid they defeat the 
Greeks, their subsequent attitude towards the greater Allies will be one of 
extreme intransigence over such questions as controls capitulations, zones of 
influence and disarmament. It appears to me, personally, that unless we 
are prepared to yield to their present exigencies and to make the best of their 
eventual intransigence, it is inevitable that we should join issue with them. 
If military considerations render this impossible, we must make up our 
minds to the fact that we have been defeated by Turkish Nationalists. If, 
on the other hand, we make up our minds to destroy Kemalism, we can only 
do so by coming to a close understanding with the French regarding com- 
mon action. This should not be impossible if the French and the Kemalists 
both maintain their present attitude as regards the Briand—Bekir Sami 
Agreement.® The Italians have committed themselves so much to the 
Kemalists as against the Allies that the sooner we can eliminate them the 
better. We should co-operate with the Greeks, but we should make it clear 
that we are doing so with a view not to consolidate the Greek position in 
Asia Minor, or even in Eastern Thrace, but to liquidate the Greek occupa- 
tion of these countries with a minimum of reaction unfavourable to ourselves. 
We should aim at getting rid of the Greeks without emboldening the 
Nationalists, and without sacrificing the minorities in the future Turkey. 
We should aim at destroying Kemalist chauvinism and creating, under the 
Sultan, a tractable, but not too reduced, Turkey. 


8 See Nos. 196, 204. 


No. 219 


Memorandum by Mr. Osborne on Blockade of Nationalist Black Sea ports 


[E 6688/143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, June 9, 1921 


Sir Harry Lamb reports in his telegram No. 47 of June 7th! that in the 
course of his visit to Smyrna and the Greek Army Headquarters the Military 
Attaché at Athens was informed by Colonel Sariyannis that an effective 
blockade of the Black Sea ports was an essential factor, which would decide 


1 No. 213. 
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the eventual success or failure of the Greek effort. He added that the most 
valuable military aid Greece could receive would be support and assistance 
in Carrying out this blockade. 

The Admiralty are preparing a brief note on the prospects of enforcing an 
effective blockade and the Legal Adviser? another on the legal aspect of the 
question, both of which will be submitted herewith. 

Assuming that a blockade can be effectively enforced and legally justified, 
it only remains to consider the political aspect of the proposal. 

Personally I should be inclined to think that Colonel Sariyannis over- 
estimates the practical effect of a blockade as a deciding factor, though 
the moral effect of the support of the British fleet would undoubtedly be 
enormous. 

For while on the one hand the Nationalists have had a long period to 
accumulate sufficient military stores to make them independent of the 
arrival of further supplies during the early stages of the Greek attack, on the 
other transport overland from the Sari-Kamish extremity of the Caucasian 
railway might to a very limited extent make up for the lack of marine 
transport. 

The political effect on Turkey of our active support of the Greeks will, of 
course, have been considered before any decision to impose a blockade has 
been taken. 

There will probably be complications in the necessary use of Con- 
stantinople as a naval base for blockade operations against Turkish port. In 
this case and in the event of another Greek attack failing the Nationalists 
would almost be compelled to attack Ismid and Constantinople. 

It remains to consider its possible effect on our relations with Russia. 
Our active support of the Greeks will definitely cement the Nationalist— 
Bolshevik alliance, firmly establish the Pan-Islamic extremists in power at 
Angora, and ensure the closest co-operation between Moscow and Angora in 
the various anti-British schemes throughout the East. In the circumstances 
the Russians must be expected to do everything in their power to defeat the 
purposes of a blockade and to support their allies. As Admiral Webb 
considers, (see Constantinople telegram No. 3993) it can probably be en- 
forced without conflicting with the Trade Agreement‘ and no protest can, 
I imagine, lie against a formally declared blockade applicable to the ships of 
all countries. 

But we shall have to count with such naval forces as the Soviet disposes of 
in the Black Sea and be prepared for incidents, if not hostilities. 

D. G. OsBorNE 


I am sorry to say the Admiralty tell me the question is more complicated 


2 Sir Cecil Hurst. See No. 220, below. 

3 This ran: ‘My telegram No. 396 [No. 208]. General Officer Commanding emphasizes 
value of blockade as weapon against Kemalists. Admiral Webb considers this blockade 
could be enforced in such a way as not to conflict with Russian trade agreement.’ 

4 For the text of the Anglo-Russian Trade Agreement of March 16, 1921, see B.F.S.P., 
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than they had at first expected & they cannot let me have their note till 
tomorrow morning.5 


D. G. O. 


5 In a minute of June 10 to Lord Curzon, Mr. Lindsay stated: ‘This morning the 
Admiralty suddenly refused to provide any views without an official letter requesting them.’ 
This letter, unnumbered, was sent on June 10. The Admiralty’s reply of June 16 ran: ‘. . . so 
long as Constantinople is available as a base it would be possible to establish a blockade 
of the Anatolian Coast, but it would involve a considerable increase in the light forces on 
the Mediterranean Station. It is, however, a matter for consideration whether this blockade 
would be effective in practice, so long as the land route is available for the importation of 
munitions: the land communications between the Bolsheviks and the Nationalists are not 
interrupted.’ 


No. 220 


Minute by Sir C. Hurst on Blockade of Nationalist Black Sea Ports 


[# 6688/143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, June 9, 1921 


A formal declaration of blockade of the Turkish Black Sea ports in the 
occupation of the nationalists would have the effect of recognising the 
nationalists as a belligerent entity and would create a state of war between 
them and Great Britain. It would amount to a new war and could, therefore, 
be undertaken apart from the Allies, but whether such independent action is 
consistent with the maintenance of our present relations with the Allies is 
more a question of policy than of law. It would leave the armistice between 
Great Britain and Turkey subsisting, because it would not affect the relations 
between Great Britain and Constantinople, but it would have the effect of 
making the nationalists a political entity separate from Constantinople and 
would justify them in treating all British nationals in their power as enemy 
subjects, and in disregarding the terms of the Armistice on their side. 

It will be seen from the above that a formal declaration of blockade against 
the Turkish ports in the occupation of the nationalists would have far- 
reaching effects. 

The same result as that effected by a formal blockade can probably be 
achieved in a different way. 

From time to time Powers have found it necessary to apply force on 
particular occasions under circumstances which render it reasonable not to 
regard the measures taken as acts of war. Such occasions are usually 
denominated ‘pacific blockade’. The measures taken are as a rule such as to 
justify the other party, if it wishes to do so, in treating them as acts of war, but 
they do not do so as a rule and relations which are nominally non-belligerent 
continue. 

If any such measures are taken on this occasion, the notices to be issued 
should merely state that it has become necessary to cut off the supplies of the 
nationalist forces without mentioning the word ‘blockade’. It is not usual to 
attempt to condemn goods which are seized for a breach of these measures in 
a Prize Court, and any institution of a Prize Court for this purpose would be 
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tantamount to an admission that it was a war blockade. Pacific blockade 
being limited to an application of force under conditions not amounting to 
war, the measures which the naval officers are to take to stop the commerce 
ought to be specified precisely. 

It is possible that the desired result might also be achieved under the 
Armistice with Turkey.' Article 7 says that the Allies are to have the nght to 
occupy any strategic points in the event of a situation arising which threatens 
the security of the Allies. Article 24 says that in the case of disorder in the 
six Armenian Vilayets, the Allies reserve to themselves the right to occupy 
any part of them. If from a military or naval standpoint a nominal occupa- 
tion of any of these ports were feasible, such occupation could be enforced 
and upheld by whatever naval measures might be necessary to secure the 
safety of the Allied posts, and this would cover the stoppage of all supplies 
intended for those who were opposing them. 

Measures directed solely against the nationalists in Turkey would not be 
a breach, so far as I can see, of the Russian Trade agreement? even though 


commerce emanating from Russia was held up. 
Ceci, J. B. Hurst 


1 For the text of the Armistice of Mudros, October 30, 1918, see B.F.S.P., vol. 111, pp. 
611-13. 
2 See No. 219, n. 4. 


No. 221 


Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Received June 11, 3 p.m.) 
No. 222 Telegraphic [E 6716/143/44] 


ROME, june 10, 1921, 7.40 p.m. 


I read Minister for Foreign Affairs this morning Your Lordship’s telegram 
No. 247! and asked whether it was a fact that the Italian troops were about 
to be withdrawn from Adalia,? as in that case I did not see how Italian 
Government could undertake maintenance of order or to prevent outrages 
against British ships going to Adalia. 

His Excellency replied that Italian Government had to choose between 
withdrawing this small inadequate force or sending out a large expedition 
and they had decided in favour of former course. They were however 
despatching a dreadnought to Adalia and they would at the same time use 
all their influence with Angora Government to obtain satisfaction for ‘Pali- 
tana’ incident as well as to induce that Government to adopt a moderate and 
conciliatory attitude in all questions in which the allied Governments were 
interested. 


1 No. 214. 

2 In a Memorandum of June 8 Mr. Oliphant recorded: “The Admiralty have just 
telephoned that a telegram from Admiral de Robeck, dated 7th June, states that he has 
been informed by the Governor of Rhodes that the Italians are evacuating their troops 
from Adalia.’ 


231 


No. 222 


Lord Hardinge (Parts) to Earl Curzon 


No. 1743 (P 848) [E 6742/143/44] 


PARIS, June II, 1921 
My Lord :— 

I took an opportunity on receipt of your despatch No. 1460 of May 
26th! (E 5812/143/44) of discussing unofficially with Monsieur Berthelot the 
question of the supply of war material to the Greeks and the Turkish nation- 
alists, and of bringing to his notice the complaints of British firms that they 
were being penalized in not being allowed to make contracts for the supply 
of arms and ammunition to Greece, while French firms were not similarly 
precluded. 

Monsieur Berthelot replied that similar complaints were being made by 
French firms as regards English contractors, and assured me that there was 
no foundation for the rumour of the offer to the Greek Government of the 
immediate delivery at Cette of 20,000 Lebel rifles. 

He proceeded to give me information as to the present practice of the 
French Government in this matter, but I will not trouble you with these 
statements, as they were modified by a letter which I received from Monsieur 
Berthelot on the same evening. 

This letter (of which I enclose a copy)? appeared to me to be based on 
a misconception of the attitude and practice of His Majesty’s Government, 
and I therefore addressed to Monsieur Berthelot the reply of which a copy? 
is attached, pointing out that (as I had learnt from Your Lordship’s telegram 
No. 202 of April 26th)3 His Majesty’s Government were actually refusing 
licences for export of arms and ammunition to Greece, and that I had so 
informed the French Government. 

In reply to this I have received a letter from Monsieur Briand himself of 
which I transmit to you a copy? herewith. After reviewing the whole ques- 
tion of the supply of war material to the Greeks and to the Kemalists, and 
pointing out the divergencies between the British and French attitude, 
Monsieur Briand suggests that a member of my staff should confer with 
Monsieur Perettit and Monsieur Kammerer’ with the object of arriving at 
a common procedure in the matter, and of subsequently obtaining the ad- 
herence thereto of the Italian Government. 

I am not clear that such a method 1s desirable, or is likely to be attended 
with success; but if Your Lordship should wish Monsieur Briand’s suggestion 
to be adopted, I should be glad to receive full and exact information as to 
the present attitude of His Majesty’s Government in the matter. 

I have, &c., 
HARDINGE OF PENSHURST 


™ No. 189. 2 Not printed. 3 No. 135. 
4 Director of Political and Commercial Affairs in the Quai d’Orsay. 
5 No. 35, n. 4. 
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No. 223 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Received June 20) 
No. 579 [E 7078/1 /44] 
Very confidential CONSTANTINOPLE, June II, 192] 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to report that the Minister for Foreign Affairs called on 
me this afternoon, after telephoning that he wished to speak to me on 
a matter of urgent importance. 

2. His Excellency began by saying that he was aware that I appreciated 
frank and open speaking. He, therefore, proposed to tell me exactly what 
was in his mind. He was in no sense an agent of the Angora Government, 
but he was to some extent in touch with them, and had just been discussing 
the situation with someone of importance who had arrived from Angora. 

g. I had, as a matter of fact, reason to know that Sefa Bey had received 
an indirect request from Angora to inform me that the Kemalists had 10 
British prisoners ready for delivery to us at Adalia or Trebizond. That they 
were, further, ready to deliver the remainder of the British prisoners in 
Anatolia in return for the release of the remainder of the deportecs in Malta.! 
Sefa Bey was to point out that the deportation of these political offenders to 
Malta was an act contrary to all the usages of International Law, and was 
a proof of Great Britain’s particular animosity towards Turkey, as no such 
action had been taken against the Central Powers. 

4. Sefa Bey faithfully delivered himself of the above. He then proceeded 
to go apparently further than the instructions conveyed to him. For, while 
protesting that he could, of course, make no official pronouncement on 
behalf of Angora, he said that he had the best grounds for believing that the 
Angora Government would guarantee to put on impartial trial all those 
whom we had deported to Malta on political grounds. He added that this 
procedure had already been agreed to in the case of Germany, where such 
trials were actually taking place.2, As His Excellency’s eloquence had not 
yet run out I made no attempt to interrupt him, and he then went on to 
speak of the unparalleled harshness with which Great Britain was treating 
Turkey. In spite of the treachery and unfaithfulness of the Greeks, we had 
allowed them to launch their recent offensive at the very moment negotia- 
tions were in progress regarding the solution put forward by the Allies for the 
ending of the Greco-Turkish conflict. In fact, though he himself believed in 
our neutrality, yet the vast majority of Turks, and everyone at Angora, 
believed with some justification that we had encouraged the Greeks to 
launch this offensive in the hope that they would crush the Kemalists and 
thus cut the Gordian knot. It was even held that we had actually assisted the 
Greeks, and the Turkish forces had, in fact, captured several British machine 
guns from the Greek troops. 

5. At this stage I succeeded in stopping the flow of Sefa Bey’s eloquence. 


t See Nos. 163 and 178. 2 See Vol. XV, No. 102, n. 10. 
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I said that if His Excellency was empowered to make any definite proposal on 
behalf of Angora regarding the Exchange of Prisoners I would at once submit 
it to my Government. I would follow his excellent example in speaking 
frankly and would tell him that the failure of the Angora Government to 
keep their agreement for the exchange of prisoners was the culminating 
point of a series of acts of flagrant and open hostility against Great Britain. 
I would merely mention a few of these incidents, e.g. the ‘Palitana’ case,} the 
prohibition to British ships from entry into Turkish ports,* the closing of 
British commercial enterprises, such as Abbott’s Emery Miness—where only 
Turkish workmen were employed—the execution of Mustapha Saghir,® and 
the arrest of various British subjects.7 All these acts of open hostility towards 
us were indulged in at a time when we had gone out of our way to maintain 
absolute neutrality. Mr. Lloyd George had declared at the outset of the 
Greek offensive® that the Allied Powers had put forward what they con- 
sidered to be a fair solution of the questions at issue between Greeks and 
Turks. If either side chose to take the matter into their own hands they 
must accept the full responsibility for such action. Great Britain would 
remain entirely neutral. We had, in fact, done nothing whatever to en- 
courage, much less to assist, the Greeks. 

6. Meanwhile it appeared to me that the Kemalists, inflated by the check 
they had inflicted on the Greeks, and possibly relying on the lavish promises 
of aid by the Bolsheviks, had come to the conclusion that they could openly 
defy us. They had consequently committed this series of unprovoked acts of 
hostility against us. The British people were very long suffering and patient 
but there was a limit to all things, and it could not be expected that our 
patience would be inexhaustible. We were only too anxious to put an end 
to the Greco-Turkish conflict by effecting a fair settlement, and we would 
welcome the establishment of a united Turkish Government composed of 
reasonable and moderate men, who appreciated the facts of the situation 
and showed themselves ready to accept a just settlement. But there seemed 
no hope of any such attitude on the part of Angora. 

7. Sefa Bey replied that the extremism of Angora had been greatly 
exaggerated. He quoted in this connection the case of Ahmed Mukhtar,® 
Acting Minister for Foreign Affairs, who had been forced to leave the 
Tribune of the Assembly on making a reference to Great Britain’s ‘unprin- 
cipled’ policy. 

8. I said I was glad to hear of this incident, but it was difficult to reconcile 
it with the acts of the Kemalists. 

9. Sefa Bey maintained that Mustapha Kemal and his party were in 
reality moderate men, who had only been forced into contact with the Bol- 
sheviks by our harshness towards Turkey. Bolshevik doctrines and ideas 
were utterly repugnant to them, and they had only accepted the aid proffered 
from this quarter because they had no one else to whom they could look to 


3 See No. 180, n. 1. 4 See No. 192. 5 See No. 169, n. 5. 
6 See No. 198, n. 3. 7 See No. 214. 
8 See 140 H.C. Deb. § s., cols. 1531, 2057. 9 See No. 169. 
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support their just aspirations. If Great Britain even now showed the slightest 
sign of wishing to meet them half way they would drop the Bolsheviks at once. 

10. I said that I did not know how far Sefa Bey was empowered by Angora 
to speak in this sense. But it was for the Kemalists to show that they intended 
to turn over a new leaf, by discarding their Bolshevik friends and by the 
immediate revocation of such acts as the prohibition to British ships. It 
might not even now be too late were they forthwith to substitute a policy 
of reason and conciliation for their present attitude of arrogant defiance. 

11. In saying this I was actuated by the conviction that even the most 
arrogant Kemalists are reported to be somewhat frightened by the tardy 
realisation of the abyss to which their intemperance may be leading them. 
I feel sure that Sefa had received a hint to hold out a tentative olive branch. 

12. I went on to tell Sefa Bey that I hoped he was right as to the modera- 
tion of the Kemalists and their anxiety to come to terms. But my information 
led me to think that there were two camps at Angora. The first, composed 
of moderates such as Bekir Sami, with whom Kemal might, or might not, 
be really in agreement. The second, composed of firebrands from the 
Committee of Union and Progress!° and the more violent extremists amongst 
the Nationalists. The latter apparently enjoyed the confidence and support 
of the Bolsheviks and seemed, for the moment at least, to have taken charge 
of the situation. Mustapha Kemal still remained as Head of the Government, 
and it was, therefore, on the face of things, impossible to dissociate him from 
the Extremists. 

13. Sefa Bey replied that the Committee of Union and Progress had no 
influence at Angora. A group of members of this party had merely been 
welcomed there as sincere patriots, but they had no weight in the counsels 
of Mustapha Kemal. He went on to refer to the rumours in circulation here 
as to the probability of Great Britain, and perhaps France, affording active 
assistance to the Greeks. He said that no doubt if the Allies assisted the 
Greeks with large forces they could lay the country waste, and even annihi- 
late Turkey. But was that to the ultimate advantage of Great Britain? 

14. I said that there had never been, and was never likely to be, the 
slightest intention on the part of Great Britain to annihilate Turkey. On the 
contrary we should be only too glad to see an end of the strife between Greek 
and Turk, and the re-establishment of Turkey as a healthy State, after a just 
solution had been arrived at. But I could only repeat that it was the arro- 
gance and utter intractability of the Kemalists that prevented the attainment 
of this happy result. 

15. Sefa Bey then took leave of me. 
I have, &c., 

FRANK RATTIGAN 


10 See No. 12, n. 7. 
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No. 224 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received June 12, 8.40 p.m.) 
No. 337 Telegraphic [E 6707/143/44| 


Urgent ATHENS, June 12, 1921, 2.30 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 179.! 

I have addressed urgent note? to Minister for Foreign Affairs and I am 
certain that British officer selected will anyhow be received with open arms. 

I presume that General Harington can and will communicate direct with 
Colonel Nairne through liaison officers. 

According to Smyrna telegram No. 473 he left Smyrna for Usham [Ushak] 
June 6th. I arranged with him before he started that he should be careful 
to avoid being in same town as King Constantine‘ as being a member of this 
Legation he obviously must not meet His Majesty. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


! This telegram of June 1o ran: ‘His Majesty’s Government are anxious to have an 
authoritative opinion as to the condition and efficiency of the Greek Army at the front in 
Asia Minor, and propose to instruct General Harington to send either Major-General 
Marden or Major-General Franks from Constantinople for that purpose. We shall be 
grateful if the Hellenic Government will issue instructions extending the requisite facilities 
to the Officer selected. He would probably go directly to the front from Constantinople, 
with a view to joining Colonel Nairne at Smyrna later on, instructions having already been 
issued to the latter Officer to report upon the Greek Army from there.’ 

2 Not printed. 3 No. 213. 

4 In his telegram No. 285 of May 28, not printed, Lord Granville had reported that the 
Greek Press had announced that the King and Crown Prince would shortly leave for 
Asia Minor. 


No. 225 


Earl Curzon to Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 
No. 501 [C 12330/704/22] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, June 13, 1921 
Sir, 

I saw the Italian Ambassador by appointment yesterday, Sunday. 

He had just returned from Rome, and he desired to bring me the latest 
expression of the policy of Count Sforza. The latter, without being definitely 
wedded to the scheme which he had put forward for the territorial solution 
of the Silesian frontier question,! nevertheless hoped that it would provide 
a suitable basis for discussion, and that it would be supported by the British 
representatives. However that might be, Count Sforza had instructed the 
Ambassador to tell me that, whenever the Supreme Council assembled, he 
would be found in general support of the British attitude and policy; that 
the main object of the Italian Government was to give a good chance to the 


™ See Vol. XVI, No. 109. 
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new Government of Dr. Wirth,? and that Italian policy was directed now, 
as it had been throughout, to the early re-establishment of peace in Europe. 

I said that I was very glad to receive these assurances; but I could not 
help remembering that they preceded with almost mathematical regularity 
every Allied Conference which I had so far attended. I entirely believed 
that Count Sforza’s general policy was on the same lines as our own; but 
I had usually found that, when a conference met, Count Sforza’s sympathy 
either evaporated or at any rate was expressed only in formulas of a very 
general description; and that on many occasions, when we had expected 
his earnest and powerful support, this support had either been given in a 
very half-hearted way or had been altogether withheld. I thought, if I might 
venture to say so, that the best service Count Sforza could render to the 
Allied cause would be by taking a more definite attitude at the meetings of 
the Supreme Council on the points concerning which he was never tired of 
assuring us that his sympathies were entirely in accord with our own. 

I then took advantage of the occasion to make a statement to the Ambas- 
sador, the need for which had long been in my mind, regarding the general 
policy pursued by the Italian Government in the Near and Middle East. 
We all of us knew, I said, that Italy was animated by a special feeling of 
regard for the Turks, and that she had throughout sought to build for herself 
a position of peculiar influence in Asia Minor. This had been particularly 
true of the Italian relations with Mustapha Kemal, whose delegation had 
been brought by Italians through Adalia to Europe,3 with whom they had 
kept up close relations, both in Rome and in Angora, and whom they were, 
rightly or wrongly, believed to have assisted in even more material ways.‘ 
This did not, however, prevent me from regarding with considerable astonish- 
ment the secret treaty which Count Sforza had concluded with Bekir Sami 
Bey in London—an agreement concluded without our knowledge and behind 
our backs, and the contents of which we learnt only at a later date.s 

Here Signor de Martino interposed to state his impression that Count 
Sforza, while in London, had informed me of what he was doing.® 

I replied that I had no recollection of Count Sforza’s having mentioned 
the matter to me at all, even in the most indirect or general way. Whether 
he had or not, he had most certainly not given me any idea of what the 
contents of the agreement turned out to be. It transpired that, although the 
Italians had no such excuse for hasty agreement as had the French, who 
were bent upon recovering their prisoners and extricating their stricken 
forces from a dangerous position in Cilicia,7 the Italians had sought to 
conclude an agreement with Angora which not only provided for their 
commercial position under the Tripartite Agreement,® but also went so far 
as to promise future support to the Kemalist Party in pressing for the 
abandonment of the main clauses in the Treaty of Sévres, as regards Smyrna 


2 See Vol. XVI, No. 615. 3 See Nos. 36 and 37. 
4 See Nos. 54, 82, 102. 5 See Nos. 60, 69, 75, 81, 107, 108. 
© See No. 81. 7 See Nos. 56, 84, 121. 


8 See No. 17, n. 4. 
237 


and otherwise, which they themselves—that is, the Italians—had signed. 
This, I thought, was a most extraordinary position. I did not understand 
what defence could possibly be offered for it. That a party to a treaty which 
it had signed, and the ratification of which it had urged, should, behind the 
backs of its Allies, agree to support the enemy in abrogating the main 
provisions of that treaty was to me quite inexplicable. Nor could I, I said, 
accept the defence of the Ambassador, which was somewhat diffidently 
offered, that there had been no concealment about the sympathies of the 
Italian Government throughout, since they had never been in favour of 
those parts of the treaty to which I had referred. This contention enabled 
me to ask at once why, then, had they signed the treaty as it stood; why had 
they not taken the opportunity, repeatedly presented to them, of effecting 
amendments; why, above all, had they attempted to compass their ends in 
this clandestine and tortuous way? 

I went on to give another illustration, if the reports that I had received 
were correct, of a similar attitude on the part of the Italian Foreign Minister. 
The British Government, who had for eighty years had close relations with 
the State of Afghanistan, contiguous as it was to the frontiers of India, and 
who had throughout the greater part of that time subsidised and exercised 
complete control over the foreign policy of the Afghan rulers, had for some 
time been engaged in negotiating a new arrangement with the Afghan 
Government, which was on the verge of conclusion. Any day the British 
Government might hear that it was signed.? Under it, the Ameer would 
once more receive a large subsidy from the British Government, and would 
thereby admit the superior and predominant political influence of Great 
Britain in his country. It was true that he was at the same time being 
assailed in Kabul by political missions and requests for treaties of alliance 
with the Soviet Government and with Turkey.'® Moreover, he had sent an 
Afghan mission of a somewhat suspicious character to Europe, and this 
mission was now travelling about from place to place. Great was my surprise 
when I heard that this mission had been in Rome, and that, without a word 
of reference to us, it had concluded, or was alleged to have concluded, an 
agreement with the Italian Government, who were forthwith to despatch 
a representative and mission to Kabul." 

Whatever might be said for or against the policy of such an agreement, 
that the Italian Government should have concluded it, if they had, without 
any reference to us, was a proceeding against which I felt that I had the 
right to utter a vehement protest. What would the Italian Government have 
thought if; in some region contiguous to their possessions in Africa or else- 


9 A Treaty between Great Britain and Afghanistan establishing Friendly and Commercial Relations 
was signed at Kabul on November 22. For text, see B.F.S.P., vol. 114, pp. 174-9. 

10 See No. 168, n. 2. 

11 In his telegram No. 257 of June 13, not printed, Lord Curzon informed Sir G. Buchanan 
as follows: ‘Information has reached us from India that Afghan Miss[i]on recently at Rome 
concluded, while there, a treaty with Italian Government which now only awaits ratifica- 
tion, and which will be followed by despatch of Italian representatives and an Italian 
economic mission to Kabul.’ 
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where, the British Government had, behind their backs and without any 
attempt to consult them or keep them informed, concluded a secret agree- 
ment with the powerful ruler of such a region? If this report was true— 
and, in view of what had been done with Angora, it seemed to me not 
incredible—I desired seriously to ask the Ambassador in what direction his 
Government intended to go? Did they hold themselves at liberty, while 
professing a warm and close alliance with ourselves, to conclude behind our 
backs these secret agreements, which might very well be in direct conflict 
with our interests? 

If that was the view of Italian policy, 1t seemed to me that Count Sforza 
was moving deliberately in the direction of a rupture of that concord upon 
which the peace of the world depended, and that I was justified in asking 
for some clear intimation from him as to what was his intention. 

Signor de Martino declared that it was new to him that any such agree- 
ment had been concluded; but he remembered having either seen or heard 
in Rome of a delegation of Afghans, whom I think he said he had seen in 
picturesque costume on some official occasion. He was under the impression 
that your Excellency was aware both of their presence and of their object. 
He even believed that you must be acquainted with the agreement, if it had 
been concluded; and he was surprised that no communication on the subject 
had been received from you by the Foreign Office. He would at once enquire 
of his Government, as I undertook to do from your Excellency, what had 
happened in the matter. 

His Excellency, who seemed to be very ill-acquainted with the history and 
position of Afghanistan, then went on to cross-examine me closely upon the 
degree of political independence enjoyed by that country. 

I gave him a history of our relations with successive Afghan Ameers, and 
acknowledged that we no longer claimed to exercise that complete control 
over the foreign relations of Afghanistan which we had been in a position 
to do before the war. Had we still been in that position, an Afghan mission 
would not be wandering about Europe at the present time. But this fact 
did not alter the broad fact that Afghanistan, by virtue of its position and 
history, lay within the sphere of British political influence, and that, whether 
foreign Powers were or were not at liberty to conclude separate agreements 
with its Government, it was almost inconceivable that an Allied Government, 
fully acquainted with the situation, as it must be, and affecting to march at 
our side in close co-operation for the settlement of the East, should conclude 
such an agreement without any reference to ourselves. I had been a warm 
supporter of the Italian Alliance throughout; British armies had fought in 
the war on Italian soil for the defence of Italian interests and Italian territory; 
our policy with regard to Germany had been substantially the same. It was, 
therefore, a matter of much surprise and distress to me that Italy should 
conceive herself at liberty—without any interests at all, or with only insignifi- 
cant interests, in the parts of the world to which I had referred—to strike 
out a policy of her own, sometimes in divergence from us, anyhow without 
our knowledge. I thought that the Ambassador could render a real service 
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to his country, about the continued friendship of which with ourselves he 
had often spoken to me, by reporting frankly to his official superiors the 
doubts and apprehensions that were growing in my mind. 

The Ambassador, who was a good deal concerned at what I had said, but 
who did not at any stage express dissent, undertook to do as I had asked. 

I may add that, as regards the pro-Kemalist policy of his Government, 
I was able to point out with a certain amount of sardonic satisfaction that 
it had so far been a disastrous failure, inasmuch as, while Count Sforza’s 
London Agreement had been repudiated in Angora, the Italians had found 
themselves in so perilous a position at Adalia that they had had to withdraw 
from that port.'2 This failure would, I thought, render it easier for the 
Italian Government to adopt a different and more candid policy in the 
future. I am, &c., 

CurzON OF KEDLESTON 
12 See No. 221. 


No. 226 


Earl Curzon to Lord Hardinge (Paris) 
No. 1623 [E 6462/1/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, June 13, 1921 
My Lord, 

I have to inform your Excellency that the French Ambassador, in the 
course of conversation with the Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs 
on the Ist instant, said that his Government were becoming anxious as to 
the general situation in Turkey. Their agreement with Angora was apparently 
not being confirmed,! French prisoners were still in Turkish hands, and the 
necessity for military measures of defence in Cilicia remained. To his 
enquiry how His Majesty’s Government regarded the situation, Sir Eyre 
Crowe replied that the position in Constantinople itself undoubtedly caused 
the British Government much anxiety; the position of the general in com- 
mand of the small British force was a very delicate one, and was rendered 
all the more difficult by the persistent refusal of the French Government to 
consent to that unity of command in this theatre which had been recognised 
as so essential in every part of the field during the war.? 

2. M. le Comte de Saint-Aulaire, bringing together the admitted want 
of co-operation between French and British agents in the East and the 
doubts continuing to spread in French public opinion as to British co-opera- 
tion with France in the West, made an eloquent appeal for a general under- 
standing between the two countries which would set the Entente on a proper 
business footing. He felt sure that at present they were drifting apart, and 
that, in the existing state of European politics, separation spelt disaster. 

3. Sir Eyre Crowe informed his Excellency that he cordially agreed with 
the view that more genuine co-operation, covering the whole field of foreign 


™ See No. 196. 2 See No. 181. 
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policy, ought to be assured, and that he hoped an occasion might be found 
when next the heads of the two Governments met to probe this question a 
little more closely. M. le Comte de Saint-Aulaire was very emphatic in 
declaring that, whilst the chief danger to France lay in the possibility of 
a powerful Germany starting a war of revenge, the British Empire was mainly 
vulnerable in the East, where France had no important separate interests, 
except as regards the maintenance of her position in Syria and the recovery 
of her financial and industrial interests in Turkey. He could not understand 
how the pursuit of these modest French aims in the East could in any way 
embarrass British policy, and he felt sure that all ideas of France pursuing 
a line that was in any way a hindrance to Great Britain was pure imagina- 
tion. He, for his own part, would always advocate a close understanding 
with England, based on France giving every assistance she could to Great 
Britain in the East, whilst England stood firmly by France on the Rhine, 
Iam, &c., 
CurzON OF KEDLESTON 


No. 227 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Received June 14, 5.30 p.m.) 
No. 424 Telegraphic [E 6843/1 /44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, June 14, 1921, 12.50 p.m. 


My immediately preceding telegram.! 

Rumours of reconstruction have been in the air for some time. It was 
effected rather hurriedly on June 12th. It was probably precipitated by 
alarm produced by recent developments in general situation and possibility 
of allies, or at any rate Great Britain, assisting Greeks. 

Only one Minister leaves cabinet 1.e. R[e]shid Bey? who 1s of no impor- 
tance. Grand Vizier has at last induced Izzet and Salih Pashas to resume 
office (see my telegram No. 285).3 Great importance was attached to this 
as being best means of infusing strength into a very feeble Government, 
I have reason to believe Sultan also was anxious that they should come in 
although he dislikes Izzet. 

Re-distribution of portfolios had apparently been made mainly with a 
view to providing first class posts for the three ex Grand Viziers* and meeting 
Izzet’s strong objections to returning to Ministry of Interior. He possesses 
few qualifications for Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Shevki Bey late Minister 
at Stockholm who played a leading part at London Conference was recently 
appointed Under Secretary of State of that Department. Being clever and 


! No. 423 of June 13, not printed, reporting changes in the Turkish Government. 

2 See No. 99, n. 5. 

3 Of April 19, not printed. This had reported the resignations of Izzet Pasha and 
Salih Pasha. 

4 Izzet Pasha, Salih Pasha, and Ali Riza Pasha. 

8 See Vol. XV, Chap. IT. 
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having much influence with Grand Vizier‘ he may be expected to take 
leading part in conduct of Ministry of Foreign Affairs in these new conditions. 

Minister of Finance? is in France trying to raise money. 

Reconstruction does not indicate any fundamental change in policy of 
Constantinople Government. Vis-a-vis allies, policy will be to endeavour 
to extricate Turkey from mess in which recent extreme attitude of Angora 
has involved the country and to dissuade us from helping Greece. Vis-a-vis 
Angora, it will continue to be conciliatory if not subservient. 


© ‘Tewfik Pasha. 7 Hussein Kiazim Bey. 


No. 228 


Mr, Rattigan (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Recetved Fune 15, 4 p.m.) 
No. 425 Telegraphic [E 6895/1 /44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, June 14, 1921, I p.m. 

My telegrams Nos. 384 and 387.! 

There are abundant signs that Angora Government are very perturbed 
by outcry against them in England and France resulting from their attitude 
since Bekir Samy’s return from London. Rumours of complete change of 
front at Angora have been assuming definite shape during last couple of 
days. According to one report from Nationalist source here Bekir who is 
again on his way to Europe? has been notified of various decisions tending 
to appease His Majesty’s Government and French Government. These are 
summarized in my immediately following telegram.3 

So far however there is little definite evidence of readiness of Angora to 
give real satisfaction to Great Britain and France. We should be slow to 
accept at face value any efforts to placate us until we are certain that Angora 
means to give us something substantial. It must be remembered that they 
are still essentially hostile to the Allies and that we shall have no prospect 
of satisfactory peace until some legitimate Government which recognizes 
Sultan regains authority. Recent incidents* which have justly outraged His 
Majesty’s Government are merely symptoms of deep-seated disdain. Even 
if Angora now gives satisfaction as regards those incidents, disdain will not 
have been eradicated. 


™ Nos. 202 and 204. 

2 He arrived in Rome on June 18 and in Paris on June 27. See Vol. XV, p. 595, n. 19. 

3 No. 426 of June 14. This telegram stated that the leading Nationalist newspaper had 
published on the morning of June 14 the following decisions said to have been notified by 
the Angora Government to Bekir Sami Bey: ‘1. All British military and civilian prisoners 
to be liberated. 2. Dismissal of official immediately responsible for Palitana incident. 
3. British ships to have access to all ports. 4. Suspension of hostilities in Mesopotamia. 
5. Acceptance of London proposals, except as regards zones of influence. 6. Suspension of 
hostilities in Cilicia. 7. Application of Briand—Bekir Sami agreement under supervision 
of French and Turkish officers subject to reservation as regards gendarmerie. 8. Surrender 
of French prisoners to be evacuated via Adalia.’ 

4 See No. 223, paragraph 5. 
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Obvious policy of Angora at present is to thrust Great Britain and France 
apart and to appease us both sufficiently to deter either from taking direct 
action against Kemalists or helping Greeks. 

I have not seen French High Commissioner since latest developments but 
will meet him this evening. Up to a few days ago French High Commissioner 
continued to express extreme displeasure with Angora and spoke as though 
French Government were determined to obtain full satisfaction in regard to 
Cilician agreement. At the same time they did not seem to favour policy 
of giving immediate support to Greeks and expressed preference for that of 
waiting result of next round in hostilities between Greeks (? and) Kemalists. 

Strong influences are undoubtedly at work to influence French policy in 
the direction of composition with Angora. In this connection importance 
must be attached to the journey of Monsieur Franklin Bouillon, ex Chairman 
of Deputies Commission on Foreign Affairs, who came here some little time 
ago and arrived at Angora on June goth. (? French) .. .° line that he is 
entirely unofficial but they have been secretive about his movements. He is 
said to be (? personal) friend of Monsieur Briand’s. 

Monsieur Steeg Director General of Imperial Ottoman Bank 1s proceeding 
very shortly to Paris. He is strong advocate of composition with Kemal. 
He told two members of my staff some time ago that the only cure was to 
re-establish Constantinople as the real capital of Turkey; that Angora should 
be given only inducement which would suffice for this purpose, namely 
evacuation of Constantinople, and that once duality of Government had 
given place to single Government in Constantinople, diplomatic pressure 
aided by economic and (? financial strategy) would enable allies to get all 
that they wanted. This is in my opinion radically unsound, but it shows 
how far some French financiers are prepared to go. 

I understand that Italians have definitely decided to evacuate Adalia. 
They manifest in conversation resentment at cavalier treatment shown them 
by Kemal but there is no reason to suppose that they will reverse their whole 
policy by taking up attitude of antagonism towards the latter.... They will 
doubtless advertise the evacuation as being a demonstration of regard for 
legitimate Turkish susceptibilities, thus making virtue of necessity. 

Reports have been circulated here that Kiazim Kara(-? bekir)? who com- 
mands (? Kemalist) forces on the Russian frontier had definitely broken 
with Mustapha Kemal and declared his loyalty to Sultan. Similar reports 
have been circulated in the past, but Kiazim Karabekir has never so far 
gone against Angora Government though he probably does not see eye to 
eye with them on all points. Present rumours regarding his attitude should 
therefore be discounted pending definite confirmation. Any difference which 
exists 1s quite possibly being exploited with object of causing allies to hold 
back in hope that nationalist movement will disintegrate. (? There are no 
serious) signs of its doing so. 

I have collected above facts and rumours in single telegram as they all 


5 See Nos. 56, n. 3 and 196. 6 The text is here uncertain. 
7 Kiazim Kara Bekir Pasha. 
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have bearing on question of line of conduct which His Majesty’s Government 
should adopt in immediate future. 
Repeated to Athens No. 85. 


No. 229 
Earl Curzon to Lord Hardinge (Paris) 


No. 1638 [E 6849/143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, June 14, 1921 
My Lord, 

His Majesty’s Government have followed with increasing anxiety the 
recent developments in the general political situation in the Middle East, 
culminating in the rejection by the Angora Government of the agreement 
with France on the subject of Cilicia,' the withdrawal of the Italians from 
Adalia,? the open hostility to all British interests proclaimed by the Kemalist 
Government,} its growing intimacy with Moscow,‘ and finally, the imminent 
reopening of active military operations on the Greco-Turkish front. 

2. The situation calls for a fresh review of the political and military 
problems facing the Allied Governments, which they can only hope to solve 
satisfactorily by close co-operation between themselves. From such informa- 
tion as has reached His Majesty’s Government, they gain the impression 
that the French Government is equally alive to the dangers confronting the 
Allies. In these circumstances, they have carefully considered the most 
appropriate means of meeting the situation so as to form a comprehensive 
plan of action.s 

3. In order to gain greater certainty as to the actual numbers, condition 
and disposal of the Greek forces, the British military attaché at Athens, who 
Is at present at Smyrna, has been directed® to furnish a full report based on 
personal inspection and enquiries, whilst at the same time the Greek Govern- 
ment has been asked’ to extend special facilities to a British general whom 
His Majesty’s Government propose to despatch from Constantinople direct 
to the Greek front, charged to make similar investigations for the purpose 
of furnishing an authoritative report on all relevant factors of the military 
situation with the minimum of delay. 

4. In the interval of time available before those reports are received, it is 
important to decide on some definite line of policy. 

5. Hitherto the attitude of the Allied Governments has been one of 


© See Nos. 196 and 226. 2 See No. 221. 3 See No. 198. 

4 See No. 218. 

S Subsequent to the Cabinet Meeting of May 31 (see No. 201, n. 1), a Cabinet ‘Con- 
stantinople Committee’ was set up. It held its third meeting at Chequers on June 9. For an 
account of the meetings of this committee, and for the text of a letter (dated June 2 and 
discussed on June g) from Mr. Churchill to the Prime Minister, see David Wa'der, The 
Chanak Crisis (London, 1969), pp. 138-49. See also Winston S. Churchill, The World Crisis: 
The Aftermath (London, 1929), pp. 395-6. 

6 In Lord Curzon’s telegram No. g of June g to Sir H. Lamb, not printed, transmitting 
instructions from the Chief of the Imperial General Staff for Colonel Hoare Nairne (see 
No. 213). 7 See No. 224. 
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professed neutrality between the Greeks and the Kemalists, although we have 
evidence that the Greeks [stc] have not been entirely unsuccessful in drawing 
arms, ammunition and supplies in certain quantities from Italian, and to 
some extent even from French, sources. As a result, it is probable that 
Angora, able freely to obtain arms, supplies and money from Russia, has 
been placed at a substantial advantage, which may have increased the 
confidence and truculent spirit of the Kemalist leaders. 

6. His Majesty’s Government have no desire to prejudge the prospects 
of the Greek army, and they are by no means persuaded that it may not 
still be capable of achieving some decided success. It seems to them unlikely, 
however, that in its present situation, without moral or material support 
from the Allies, that army can achieve sufficiently decisive results to impose 
any lasting peace; and they therefore consider it imperative that the Allies 
should take into account the alternative situations which may arise and 
their probable consequences. The alternatives appear to them to be, broadly, 
two. On the one hand, the Greek army without achieving decisive results, 
may win some inconclusive, though considerable, success. If this should 
occur, an opportunity would present itself for negotiating satisfactory terms 
of peace; but the effect of such a success would not be lasting; the opportunity, 
if not immediately grasped, would probably pass; and the strain of protracted 
and inconclusive campaigning would gradually tell upon the Greek troops. 
On the other hand, the Greek army might be defeated in the near future 
and driven back. His Majesty’s Government see no immediate reason to 
apprehend such an event; but they are convinced that the Allies should 
consider the consequences for themselves, should it unfortunately take place. 
The British military authorities at Constantinople are of opinion that, in 
the event of a Greek retirement, the Ismid Peninsula could not be held 
without strong Allied reinforcements against any serious Kemalist advance; 
that if the Ismid Peninsula were abandoned, Constantinople would be 
untenable; and that, if and when the Greeks fell back on Smyrna, the Straits 
themselves could only be held temporarily pending a complete evacuation 
of the Allied troops. It is evident that so great a Turkish success as this 
would signally enhance Turkish prestige, would strengthen Turkish con- 
fidence in Russian support, and would render unattainable any satisfactory 
settlement in Asia Minor. Such a situation would endanger Syria, Palestine, 
Mesopotamia, compelling France and Great Britain either to strengthen 
their garrisons in these provinces or to abandon them. Thrace would 
probably become untenable.* In other words, a Turkish success would 
jeopardise every Allied gain in the war and remove all prospects of peaceful 
reconstruction in the Middle East. 

8 In a letter of June 13 to Sir Edward Grigg, returning the draft of this despatch, the 
Prime Minister wrote: “The only change I have suggested is in the reference to the possible 
consequences of a Turkish success upon Syria, Mesopotamia and Palestine. I feel that 
ought to be emphasized so that the French should fully realise that it would mean either 
the abandonment of Smyrna [Syria] or a substantial increase of their garrison there.’ The 


wording of the draft was ‘Such a situation would endanger Syria, Palestine, Mesopotamia 
and even Thrace.’ 
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7. His Majesty’s Government have arrived at the conclusion that some 
steps are immediately necessary in order to shut out all possibility of such 
a catastrophe. The solution which they would most desire would be some 
definitive settlement between the Greeks and the Turks which the Allies 
could approve and both those parties accept; and they are prepared to 
make suggestions as to the form which such a settlement might take. Their 
first aim is naturally towards a solution of that kind, because, while bound 
by honour and friendship to the Greeks, they desire to maintain a friendly 
and helpful relation, if that be possible, with the Turks. They are convinced, 
however, that no negotiations with the Turks can have much chance of 
success unless both Constantinople and Angora are led to see that the failure 
of the negotiations will be followed by consequences more serious to them- 
selves than a mere return to the status quo of the present moment. With that 
object, they would wish to discuss at once such measures as may be practic- 
able and desirable in that contingency for strengthening the Greek army 
with moral and material support; and they would from the outset of the 
negotiations make it clear to the Turks that the application of such measures 
of assistance to the Greeks will follow promptly on the failure of the negotia- 
tions or a refusal on the Turkish side to negotiate. They consider, moreover, 
that agreement on such measures 1s necessary, not only to give the negotia- 
tions a reasonable prospect of success, but also as an insurance against their 
failure and the disastrous consequences which might overtake all Allied 
interests in the East in the event of a Greek retreat. 

8. They suggest therefore that the Allies should at once approach the 
Greek Government in this sense. They believe it by no means improbable 
that the Greek Government, when informed of the assurances of help that 
the Allies would be prepared to give them in the event of the negotiations 
with the Turks being refused or breaking down, might be prepared to listen 
to a suggestion from the Allied Governments which would secure to Greece 
the maintenance of her rights under the Treaty of Sévres in Europe and in 
other respects, in return for a solution of the Smyrna problem that would 
admit of a renewed approach to the Turks with the view of arriving at a 
pacific settlement of the existing zmpasse. Such a settlement might be on the 
lines of offering to Turkey the maximum modification, short of complete 
Turkish sovereignty, and consistent with the safety of the Greek population, 
of the arrangement respecting Smyrna proposed at the London Conference.? 
This would allow for the creation of an autonomous Turkish province under 
the protection of the Powers, guarded by a locally recruited gendarmerie 
under a proportion of Allied officers. All Greek troops would be withdrawn 
as soon as the Allied Powers were satisfied that the new force was in a 
position to carry out its responsibilities, which should include the duty of 
repelling raids from without as well as maintaining order within. 

g. To this proposal, which should go a long way to satisfy the Turkish 
claims with regard to Smyrna, might be added a number of additional 
concessions and alleviations, concerning which, if the principle of negotiation 


® See Vol. XV, No. 53, Appendix 2, No. 58, n. 3, and No. 59. 
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be admitted, we shall be prepared to enter into friendly discussions with the 
French Government and with our other Allies. 

10. Further, we should be quite willing to accompany these concessions 
by a frank and sincere assurance to the Turkish Government that if they 
showed a reasonable spirit in meeting the Allied Powers the latter would 
make it a cardinal point of their future policy to assist Turkey in rebuilding 
the Ottoman State within its new frontiers on a surer foundation. 

11. If to an arrangement on these general lines the assent of the Greek 
Government can be obtained, His Majesty’s Government would propose 
that communications should be entered into with as little delay as possible, 
in a form to be arranged between the Allied Governments, with the Sultan’s 
Government at Constantinople and with Angora, with a view to an agree- 
ment on the lines suggested. —The communication would have to be coupled, 
as already explained, with a clear intimation of the course which the Allied 
Governments would be compelled to adopt should the extremist party in 
Turkey refuse to come to terms. 

12. The assistance to be offered to the Greeks might, in the opinion of 
His Majesty’s Government, take several forms short of actual participation 
as belligerents. They might, on the one hand, relax the existing restrictions 
on Greek liberty of action in matters of finance, facilitate the supply to the 
Greek army of arms, ammunition and supplies and perhaps permit the 
enrolment of volunteers in the Allied countries. On the other hand, they 
might, by measures of blockade or otherwise, do their best to cut off supplies 
reaching the Kemalist forces across the Black Sea or by other maritime 
approaches. 

13. At the same time it would be only just to declare that, should the 
Angora Government decline the proposed settlement, and should the Greeks, 
with Allied assistance, be victorious, the terms in regard to the future of 
Smyrna which they are asked to accept as a feature of the proposed accom- 
modation would no longer be insisted upon by the Allies. 

14. It is assumed by His Majesty’s Government that, while these negotia- 
tions are proceeding, and still more in the event of their failure, the Allied 
Governments, while not receding from the decisions arrived at in London 
with regard to a final withdrawal of the Allied forces from Constantinople 
in favour of a friendly Turkish Government!® will regard it as essential to 
maintain their present military position there. A sudden withdrawal or a 
diminution of the forces required to safeguard the capital might precipitate 
the peril which it is desired to avoid and render the negotiations abortive 
from the start. 

15. Such, in general outline, is the plan which suggests itself to His 
Majesty’s Government as the best available means of extricating the Western 
Powers from the existing anxious position in Turkey and arriving at a 
settlement which will be honourable to all the parties concerned. 

16. His Majesty’s Government are particularly desirous to act in these 
respects in harmony with the French Government, whose broad interests 


10 See Vol. XV, No. 53, Appendix 2. 
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in the East they conceive to be identical with their own, and in close 
co-operation with whom lies, in their opinion, the best chance of success. 
17. You should place yourself at once in communication with M. Briand, 
in order to acquaint him with the general purport of these proposals, to 
which you should invite his support. Should he desire a fuller and more 
intimate discussion of them than is possible either by telegram or despatch, 
I shall be happy to come to Paris myself, for the purpose of such a conversa- 
tion, at the earliest date that may be found convenient. 
Iam, &c., 
CuRZON OF KEDLESTON 


No. 230 


Record by Sir E. Crowe of a conversation with the Italian Ambassador 
[2 6961 /143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, June 14, 192I 


The Italian ambassador said to me today that he was much preoccupied 
by the statements appearing in the press that H.M.G. had begun a (secret) 
negotiation with the French government on the subject of the Greco-Turkish 
situation. According to the ‘Daily Telegraph’! a high official of the Foreign 
Office had yesterday proceeded to Paris in this connection. 

I said this was quite untrue. Nobody from here had gone to Paris yester- 
day. Some 3-4 days ago M[r]. Vansittart had gone there but this was on his 
own and very private account. The story was therefore an invention. 

M. de Martino’s suspicions were however clearly not dissipated. I there- 
fore said that it was an open secret that the situation in the Middle East was 
causing the greatest anxiety to our government and that it was quite possible 
that Ministers were carefully considering what course to pursue. I felt 
certain however that no definite decision in such a matter would be made 
made by H.M.G. except after consultation with their principal allies. 

M. de Martino reminded me of the only too-well proved incapacity of 
the French to keep anything secret. If we were to approach the French, 
it would at once become known; and he would deplore an indiscretion of 
that kind becoming the first source from which Count Sforza would learn 
that there was something going on. Italy was vitally interested, and any 
idea of an Anglo-French discussion from which Italy was excluded, would 
cause great irritation at Rome. He hoped therefore that the earliest possible 
opportunity would be taken to bring the Italian government into such a 
discussion if and when decided upon. In fact he would be most grateful 
if he could receive an assurance that this would be done. 

I said I fully understood his point of view, and promised to mention the 
matter to the Secretary of State. 


1 Of June 14. 
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It looks to me as if Count de Saint-Aulaire or someone at the French 
Embassy had been talking to M. de Martino of what Lord Curzon said in 
conversation with the French ambassador on this subject on Sunday. 

It would, I think, be prudent to give M. de Martino some general state- 


ment of our desire to make a fresh effort at a settlement.? 
E. A. C. 


2 Lord Curzon minuted (June 14) as follows: ‘I particularly told the French Ambassador 
that I did not propose to mention the matter to the Italian Ambassador at this stage and 
he promised an equal silence. I am very much annoyed at the communication of Vansittart’s 
friend Prof. Gerohtwohl [Gerothwohl] in the Datly Telegraph this morning which can only 
have resulted from something said by Vansittart himself, tho’ doubtless not in that form. 

‘I am amused at the Italian ambassador’s anxiety to be brought in. 

‘Why did not Sir E. Crowe recall to him that Count Sforza found no similar merit in 
co-operation—when he concluded his secret agreement with Kemal here? 

‘Signor de Martino may safely be told if he comes up again that no new Eastern policy 
will be undertaken except after consultation with Italy. 

‘But one must begin by talking somewhere just as Count Sforza began by talking with 


the Turks.’ 


No. 231 


Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Received Fune 16, 11.15 a.m.) 
No. 230 Telegraphic [E 6912/143/44] 


ROME, june 15, 1921, 5.30 p.m. 

My telegram No. 226.! 

Minister for Foreign Affairs confirms accuracy of press report respecting 
Signor Tuozzi’s mission to Angora. Its object, he says, is to endeavour to 
induce Angora Government to adopt a moderate policy and to settle all 
outstanding questions in a conciliatory spirit. 

1 Not printed. In a minute of June 13, Sir E. Crowe stated: ‘With reference to Cavaliere 
Tuozzi’s visit to Angora reported in Sir G. Buchanan’s telegram No 226 of June 12, M. de 
Martino informed me today that this mission was intended to counterbalance that of 
Monsieur Franklin Bouillon [see No. 228] on behalf of the French Government.’ Signor 
Tuozzi was an Italian consular officer. 


No. 232 


Lord Hardinge (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received June 16, 9.20 a.m.) 


No. 377 Telegraphic [E 6896/143/44] 


PARIS, June 15, 1921, 8.25 p.m. 
Your Lordship’s despatch No. 1638." 
I called on Monsieur Briand this afternoon and gave him a copy of your 
despatch together with an aide-mémoire? in French containing a summary 
of its contents. 


1 No. 229. 2 Not traced in the Foreign Office archives. 
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He told me that he had received from French Ambassador in London an 
account of various points it contained together with an expression of your 
readiness to come to Paris to discuss question with French Government. 
Monsieur Briand had replied that he would be very pleased to see you 
whenever you might find it convenient to come. 

I impressed upon Monsieur Briand that matter was of some urgency in 
view of probability of an early opening of Greek offensive and he said that 
he would be entirely at your disposal as soon as ever you can come to Paris 
and that he looks forward to discussing with you the general line of Anglo- 
French policy as a whole. He said that he would be quite free even this 
week if you are able to come so soon. 

After carefully reading aide-mémoire he remarked that he saw no reason 
why two powers should not come to an absolute agreement but that he 
thought it would be difficult to leave out Thrace in discussion with Turks 
and that it might be desirable at a given moment to bring Italians into 
negotiations. 


No. 233 


Sir H. Lamb (Smyrna) to Earl Curzon (Received June 16, 10.45 a.m.) 
No. 50 Telegraphic (E 6913/143/44] 
Clear the Line SMYRNA, June 15, 1921, 8.30 p.m. 


Following for Chief of the General Staff from Colonel Nairne:— 

Report on the subject of Greek army. 

In Ushak region British military representative! and I stayed at first army 
corps and second division headquarters and visited various troops of second 
and fifth divisions. We saw many details and spoke to officers at railway 
stations on the way. Bad weather limited opportunity but I saw quite 
enough to disprove pessimistic statements of French military mission and 
others in Athens. 

Following report is based on information given by Colonel Pallis, Chief 
of the General Staff, Asia Minor, heads of bureaux, and first army corps and 
second division staffs, checked by my own and British military representa- 
tive’s observations. There is probably some optimism but no serious 
exaggeration. 

General condition. The Greek army is now a more efficient fighting 
machine than I have ever seen it. Cessation of foreign supplies has enforced 
careful administration. The failure of last March taught folly of inadequate 


arrangements. Hard facts have quenched antagonistic . . .2 and political 
bigotry, hard work has created reliance. Troops are well clothed and shod, 
camps neat, . . .2 communication improved though means are lacking, 


advanced units being systematically formed, transport reorganised and 
sufficient for immediate requirements. Troops are fairly well trained and 


¥ General T. O. Marden. See No. 213. 2 The text is here uncertain. 
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staff work co-ordinated. Of those troops I have seen morale and discipline 
are excellent. Troops and staff are confident and keen to meet nationalists. 
Morale of third army corps declined after retirement last April but recovered, 
Chief of the General Staff says, when reinforcements arrived and is now good. 

Present admirable morale throughout the army is founded on confident 
hope of winning final settlement of Asia Minor strife. If these operations 
however successful do not bring about settlement and army has to remain 
another winter in the field, morale will be severely strained. The King by 
his presence or even influence might be able to maintain it but no one else 
could. 

Part one? ends. 

Repeated to High Commissioner Constantinople for Britforce. 


3 For Parts II, ITI, and IV, see Nos. 239, 240, and 242, below. 


No. 234 


Earl Curzon to Lord Hardinge (Paris) 
No. 323 Telegraphic (EF 6849/143/44] 
Very Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, June 15, 1921, 9 p.m. 


Without waiting for M. Briand’s reply to proposals contained in my 
despatch to you of yesterday' upon which you probably acted today French 
Ambassador has informed me? on M. Briand’s behalf that latter will be glad 
to see me this week. I propose therefore to come over on Friday} and to 
devote Saturday and Sunday to discussion with French Foreign Office, 
bringing in Italian Ambassador if necessary, after preliminary conversation 
with M. Briand. I am informing French and Italian Ambassadors here to 
this effect. Will you kindly communicate with M. Briand and make the 
necessary arrangements on my behalf. If Vansittart has not left please ask 
him to stay.* I will bring Osborne with papers and have arranged with 
Rumbold to accompany me as he will be most useful. 

t No. 229. 2 In a letter of June 15, not printed. 

3 Earl Curzon was in Paris, for private and informal talks at the Quai d’Orsay, from 
June 18 to 19. See Vol. XV, Chap. V. 


4 See No. 2930. 
No. 235 
Letter from Earl Curzon to the Italian Ambassador 
[E 6315/143/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, June 15, 1921 

Your Excellency, 
With reference to my note No. E 6315/143/44 of the gth instant,' I have 
the honour to inform Your Excellency that His Majesty’s Government, 


1 Not printed. 
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having now had an opportunity of studying the full text of the Greek note? 
referred to therein, consider that in present circumstances it is hardly 
necessary to reply to the Greek Government as proposed in the memorandum 
of the Italian Embassy No. 1328 of the goth ultimo.? 
I have, &c., 
(For the Secretary of State) 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 


2 See No. 188. 

3 The translation of the Italian memorandum ran: “The Italian Government would be 
glad to learn whether the British Government considers it would be suitable to reply to the 
identic note sent by the Greek Government to the allied Legations at Athens, stating that 
Greece has carried on the war with Turkey in consequence of the Powers’ mandate, by 
repeating to the Greek Government that in the present phase of the struggle Greece 1s 
acting without any warrant or commission from the Allies.’ 


No. 236 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Received Fune 16, 4.30 p.m.) 
No. 430 Telegraphic [E 6930/1 /44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, June 16, 1921, 10.15 a.m. 


New Miunister for Foreign Affairs called on me to-day. After some con- 
versation on the same lines as that with his predecessor! reported in my 
telegram No. 419,? Izzet Pasha . . .3 his earnest hope that action of His 
Majesty’s Government might be suspended in order to give (? Kemalists) 
(? time) to prove their goodwill. 

I replied in the same sense as to Sefa Bey. I pointed out that it was a 
moment for acts not words and that if Kemalists really intended to turn 
over a new leaf they should lose no time in affording convincing proofs of 
this change in their attitude: His Excellency said he was doing all in his 
power to influence Kemalists in the right direction and hoped it might not 
be too late. He added that it had only been despair which drove them into 
the arms of Bolsheviks. I look with considerable scepticism on sudden con- 
version of Angora and cannot help feeling that they are merely playing for 
time. Their hostility to us is too deep seated to be eradicated so quickly 
and I suspect that if they can put us off with fair words they will revert to 
their former attitude as soon as they think it safe to do so. 

Constantinople Turks are panic stricken at idea of Great Britain supporting 
Greece and are doing their utmost to impress upon Kemalists need for abating 
extremist policy. At the same time they are trying to prove to us that 
Kemalists sincerely desire to turn over a new leaf. But I fear it is a case 
of the wish being father to the thought. 

Repeated to Athens No. 87. 


1 Sefa Bey. 2 Of June 13, not printed. 3 The text is here uncertain. 
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No. 237 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received June 17, 2.40 p.m.) 
No. 346 Telegraphic [E 6976/1 /44] 


ATHENS, June 16, 1921, 1.30 p.m. 

Constantinople telegram No. 425.! 

Kemal’s alleged proposals are so obviously intended merely to throw dust 
in the eyes of the Allies that I hope they will not be taken too seriously. 
French High Commissioner’s policy of awaiting result of Greek offensive 
was reflected in conversation yesterday by French Chargé d’ Affaires? who 
said that newspaper reports indicated that to be the intention of His Majesty’s 
Government and that it seemed to him to be the sound policy to follow. 
Greek press continually publish quotations from British and French press 
to the same effect. I venture to urge that if we are thinking at all of giving 
Greece assistance we should give it at once when it is likely to make all 
the difference: if Greece is victorious without our help she will be infinitely 
less grateful for it afterwards, whereas if she is beaten our support will be 
of much less relative value to her and will be just as offensive to Kemal 
and the Moslem world in general. Compare France’s belated assistance to 
Wrangel.3 

I quite see how desirable it is for His Majesty’s Government, to have 
thoroughly reliable information as to morale, condition, and capabilities of 
Greek army before taking definite decision. I am not in a position to give 
that information but I hope that reports of my Military Attaché* now in 
Asia Minor and General . . .5 to be sent from Constantinople can be obtained 
very soon and will be really reliable. I cannot ascertain when offensive is 
to begin; there was a story that it was fixed for yesterday, but Italian Minister 
has reason to believe (I do not know from what source) that it will not take 
place for at least a week or ten days. Minister for Foreign Affairs is pressing 
to be informed of date of general’s arrival at the front and it appears to me 
quite possible that Greek Government understand object of visit and will 
postpone offensive in the hope that his report will be sufficiently favourable 
to encourage His Majesty’s Government to come in. 

With regard to Monsieur Steeg’s proposal to evacuate Constantinople so 
as to allow nationalists to take possession of it, besides numerous and obvious 
objections which were no doubt in Mr. Rattigan’s mind I would suggest 
another. Greek papers are always talking about Constantinople and Serbian 
Minister’ had heard a suggestion that Greeks should abandon their Asia 
Minor campaign and make a dash for Constantinople whether allies like 
it or not; we agreed that the idea was absurd as our fleet let alone our troops 
could easily prevent it—but would coup not be possible if we evacuate? It 


™ No. 228. 2 M. Tripier. 3 See Vol. XII, Chap. V, passim. 
4 See Nos. 213, 233, and 239, below. 

S The text is here uncertain. The reference is to General Marden. 

6 M. J. Balougdijitch. 
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would certainly be very tempting for prestige of King Constantine if for 
nothing else. 

Italian Minister yesterday explained evacuation of Adalia? as being due 
to constant incidents and troubles with Turks, to counterbalance which Italy 
had not enough interests there; he added that there was absolutely no 
question of withdrawing troops from Meander. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


7 See No. 221. 


No. 238 


Earl Curzon to Lord Hardinge (Paris) and Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 
No. 324! Telegraphic [E 6777/143/44] 
Immediate FOREIGN OFFICE, June 16, 1921, 4 p.m. 

My despatch No. 1468/438 (of 27th May.2, Commissions of Enquiry 
into Greek atrocities). 

Please enquire of the French/Italian Government whether they agree to 
the immediate publication and communication to the Greek Government of 
the Reports of the two Commissions of Enquiry into Greek excesses in the 
Ismidt Peninsula (dated 1st June) and Yalova—Guemlek area (dated 23rd 
May).3 His Majesty’s Government favour immediate publication and 
communication. 

1 No. 324 to Paris, No. 261 to Rome. 

2 Not traced in the Foreign Office archives. 

3 See No. 212, n. 2. Copies of these reports were enclosed in Constantinople despatches 
No. 541 of June 1 and No. 555 of June 4, to the Foreign Office, not printed. A copy of 
the report of the Inter-Allied Commission of Enquiry to investigate atrocities committed 


on the Marmara Islands was transmitted to the Foreign Office in Constantinople despatch 
No. 633 of June 30, not printed. 


No. 239 


Str H. Lamb (Smyrna) to Earl Curzon (Received June 17, 11 a.m.) 
No. 50 Telegraphic [E 6965/143/44] 


Most Urgent SMYRNA, june 16, 1921, 7 p.m. 

Part II. 

Command and staff. 

General Papoulas seems to be a figurehead but he supports his staff who 
serve him well and so he inspires confidence. 

Colonel Pallis is a good Chief of General Staff, quiet and practical. 

Colonel Sariyannis Deputy Chief of General Staff brilliant and energetic 
and is the driving power at army headquarters. 


1 For Part I, see No. 233. 
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First and artillery bureaux are well run. 

Second bureau weak and needs shaking up. 

Head of third bureau does not impress me but he has been recently 
appointed and British military representative says work has been well done 
hitherto. 

Fourth bureau excellent. Its head Colonel Spiridon served under M. 
Veniselos and has energetic personality and administrative talent. He has 
overcome great difficulties and is doing first rate work. 

Evidence here and at the front shows that the medical service has been 
considerably improved. 

Seeing that the morale is maintained I agree with Pallis that balancing 
losses and gains the army has benefited on the whole by the last eight months 
changes in the command. New commanders of the second and third army 
corps are greatly superior to the old. Removal of General Nider from the 
first army corps and of Tseroulis from the seventh division is a great loss 
but Pallis declares their health necessitated it. Perhaps Nider’s successor? 
is not brilliant, but he appears to be sound and reliable. General Valettas 
commander of the second division 1s said to be brilliant. He appears to me 
to be well above the average and he showed courage and decision during 
the April operations. In the third army corps Tricoupis of the third division 
is a great asset, Platis commander of seventh division is the weak horse in 
the coach. Leonardopoulos late commander of tenth division is to supersede 
a Royalist commander? of ninth division which Leonardopoulos formerly 
commanded under Veniselos. The other commanders of formations I have 
not met. Pallis says they are capable and have experience except Colonel 
Dimaras who is new to command of a division.4 Prince Andrew is to 
command twelfth division. 

I have seen army headquarters, first army corps and second division 
staffs. British military representative knows the third army corps and third 
division staffs. If their quality is maintained in the other formations the 
army is well staffed. First army corps staff is very good throughout, second 
division and third army corps average, third division very good. Greek staff 
work hard but need firm hand when things go wrong. 

Commanders of units did well in last operations but Royalist officers were 
naturally not so good at handling their men in action as those who had 
fought in Macedonia. Fortunately large majority of junior Veniselist 
officers have remained and Royalist officers with Balkan war experience 
now have had time to relearn their work. On the whole I think command 
and staff of army and army itself considerably improved since last year and 
judged by Balkan standards very efficient. I cannot imagine the Turks 
developing so good a machine without extensive foreign help. 

Part III to follow.5 

Addressed to Foreign Office for Chief of General Staff from Colonel 
Nairne, repeated to Constantinople for General Harington. 


2 General Koundoulis. 3 General Constantinopoulos. 
4 i.e. the 5th Division. 5 No. 240, below. 
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No. 240 


Sir H. Lamb (Smyrna) to Earl Curzon (Received June 18, 11.35 a.m.) 
No. 50 Telegraphic [E 7019/143/44) 


SMYRNA, June 17, 1921, 5.30 p.m. 

Part III.' 

Composition of Army. 

Asia Minor army consists of eleven divisions in three army corps, one 
cavalry brigade, two regiments of army troops and line of communication 
troops including five special battalions. For operations which begin about 
July grd army headquarters of 1st army corps with Ist, 2nd, and rath 
divisions, 2nd army corps with 5th and 13th divisions will be in Ushak area. 
grd army corps with grd, 7th, roth and 11th divisions will be in Brussa area.? 
4th and oth divisions will be reserve. 

Exclusive of sick total strength in Asia Minor June 14th was 169,000. 
Add 11,000 for 12th division and 20,000 for 1912 class still to come from 
Greece, then total before (? operations) will be 200,000. After completing 
units there will be in army corps depéts in Asia Minor 17,000 available for 
replacement of casualties. Number of 20,000 still expected from Greece 
may be optimistic, but in any case total represents a far better result of 
recent mobilisation than I estimated. 

Infantry. Rifle companies 160 rifles exclusive of light machine guns. 
Machine gun companies generally complete. 

Cavalry brigade. Useless horses have been excluded and replaced by 
requisition. General staff estimate of 1,000 sabres plus machine guns 
probably correct. Nicolaides, a good officer, has been reappointed to com- 
mand. Divisional cavalry complete. 

Artillery. All divisions are complete or completing except 4th, which will 
have only one group. Army corps complete except 3rd, which has only 7 
batteries and a country cart ammunition column. 

Arms and ammunition. All fighting troops armed with Mannlicher rifles 
except 7th, division, which has Lebel. Light machine guns and St. Etien 
heavy machine guns take Lebel ammunition, other heavy machine guns 
take Mannlicher. 

Rounds now in Asia Minor per gun or rifle are: Mannlicher rifle goo, 
machine gun 25,000, good further supply available from Athens factory. 
Lebel rifle 400, light machine gun 4,000, heavy 25,000, no reserve in Greece 
but 5,000,000 rounds are expected from France. 

Artillery. Mountain 65 m.m. 120 guns 1,700 rounds each, 75 m.m. 
48 guns 1350 rounds each. 

Field. 75 m.m. 104 guns 2,200 rounds each. Heavy. 120 m.m. 36 guns 


™ For Parts I and IT, see Nos. 233 and 239. 

2 As explained in his telegram No. go of June 22 to Lord Granville (repeated to the 
Foreign Office as No. 447), Colonel Nairne had not visited the Third Army Corps on the 
Brussa front. 
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750 rounds each, 6 inch 12 howitzers 460 rounds each, Skoda 150 m.m. 
6 guns 1400 rounds each. 

Part 43 will be sent. 

Addressed and repeated as in part 2. 


3 See No. 242, below. 


No. 241 


Earl Curzon to the Italian Ambassador 
[E 6963/143/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, June 17, 1921 


Earl Curzon of Kedleston presents his compliments to the Italian Ambas- 
sador, and with reference to his interview with Sir Eyre Crowe on June 14th! 
on the subject of the reported visit to Scala Nova of a British squadron, has 
the honour to inform Signor de Martino that the facts of the case are as 
follows: 

2. The British Steamship ‘Elpiniki’ having been refused facilities at the 
Port of Scala Nova on June 5th by the Turkish authorities, the Commander- 
in-Chief, Mediterranean,? despatched H.M.S. ‘Sepoy’ to make enquiries on 
the spot. The Italian authorities expressed ignorance of the occurrence, but 
reported after enquiry that the Turkish authorities had refused pratique on 
the grounds that the vessel had come from Alexandria and had Greek spies 
on board. 

g. On receipt of this information, the Commander-in-Chief communicated 
a message to the Italian Officer in command at Scala Nova to the effect that 
His Majesty’s Government could not tolerate discrimination by the Turkish 
authorities between British vessels and vessels of the other Allies; that the 
excuses of the Turkish authorities regarding quarantine and spies could not 
be accepted; and that should the Turkish authorities adopt a similar attitude 
towards any British ship visiting Scala Nova in the future, the Gommander- 
in-Chief reserved that full liberty of action which he had not hitherto claimed 
in view of Italian military occupation of the Port. 

4. It will be seen from the above that the version of the incident telegraphed 
to Signor de Martino is at variance with the actual facts, that there is no 
question of blockade or of the visits of a British squadron, and that Count 
Sforza’s apprehension is therefore unfounded. 


1 Sir E. Crowe’s record of this interview ran as follows: “The Italian Ambassador having 
asked me to receive him on a grave and urgent matter, read to me today a long and rather 
confused telegram from Count Sforza referring to a visit paid quite recently to Scala Nova 
by a British squadron consisting of armoured cruisers and destroyers. 

‘Admiral de Robeck is reported to have insisted on British merchant vessels being 
admitted to free pratique in all Anatolian ports, and to have threatened coercion measures 
(the word “‘blockade”’ occurs in a very corrupt passage in the telegram just at this point) 
if the Turkish (Angora) order not to admit British ships was upheld.’ 

2 Admiral de Robeck. 
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No. 242 


Sir H. Lamb (Smyrna) to Earl Curzon (Received June 19, 11 a.m.) 
No. 50 —— [E 7020/143/44]. 


Urgent SMYRNA, June 18, 1921, 7 p.m. 
Part IV.! 

Arms are well kept. Many guns are very old but are serviceable for some 

time to come. . . .2, French Mission reports that carriages are steady but 


there is shortage of spare parts. Bores have no signs of coppering. 

(? Transport). Probably the greatest difficulty has been Ushak railway. 
With some additional engines from Greece sufficient trains are now running 
to feed the troops and to form advance depéts. For service beyond advance 
depéts there are at Ushak lorries, heavy 300, light 75, camels 1,000, country 
carts 2,500: at Brussa, lorries, heavy 150, light 45, camels 1,000, carts 2,500. 
Divisions are complete with pack transport. Animals are generally in good 
condition except pack ponies which contrast badly with pack mules. There 
is a reserve of 3,000 animals. 

Aviation not good and weather in forward areas had been impossible 
for the last month. Air photographs are indifferent and taken from about 
10,000 feet and staff is not very good at reading them. Staff officers complain 
bitterly of the last consignment of aeroplanes from France and think naval 
air service better equipped and trained. 

Communication. 

Good use made of existing means but Greeks need more wireless sets. (? It 
appears that) English short range sets work well but French sets are said to 
be unsatisfactory. Establishment of army headquarters at Ushak will facili- 
tate communication with main operation but will render co-ordination of 
the 3rd Army Corps’ movement difficult. Existing long range wireless 1s 
indifferent and good installation is badly needed. 

Final (? line of) work shown on the few recent air photographs available 
does not suggest that Kemal means to accept decisive action at Kutahia. 
Since telegraphing part 3,3 I have seen M. de Sterghiades whose information 
foretells Kemal’s retreat after delaying actions. He contested my opinion 
that the Greek army would resent being kept on another winter in the field, 
pointing out that this idea has constantly recurred in the past and proved 
false. He declares that if Greece receives financial and political support the 
army will cheerfully keep the field for two more years if necessary. 

Reverse last March and April and subsequent isolation was probably the 
best thing that could have happened for the Greek army. It has shaken 
them out of false security. They have set themselves to develop their own 
resources and effort has made them more efficient and capable of utilizing 
help if they deserve it. 

Addressed and repeated as in part 3.3 


1 For the previous three parts, see Nos. 233, 239, and 240. 
2 The text is here uncertain. 3 No. 240. 
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No. 243 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Received June 19, 9.45 p.m.) 
No. 441 Telegraphic [E 7010/132/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, June 19, 1921, 4.55 p.m. 

My telegram No. 416.! 

Rumours current during last week? as to readiness of Angora to release 
all prisoners as part of general policy of placating His Majesty’s Government 
have made it difficult to formulate any suggestions for definite reply to Fevzi 
Pasha’s message of June 1st3 which was sent before Angora took fright. 

There is no confirmation of above rumours but Bekir Sami may be 
authorised to say something. It would probably be well to find out what 
his mission amounts to before sending any further message to Angora. 

If Angora is sufficiently frightened to release whole of our prisoners 
without further delay all will be well. In that case we can await their 
arrival and then release balance of sixty-four Turks* to be liberated under 
agreement. 

If however Angora sticks out for some form of delivery against delivery 
on both sides we might in due course say that remainder of sixty-four Turks 
will be asked whether they wish to proceed to Anatolia or not; that all 
preparations will be made to ship those who do not desire this to Italy and 
remainder to Trebizond; that we insist on writing to Angora authorities to 
collect all British subjects known to be in Anatolia (list of whom we should 
have to telegraph) at Trebizond or Adalia by stated date; that if this is 
agreed to arrangements will be made for British ships to be at Adalia on 
that date with Turks desiring to go to Anatolia; and that exchange will be 
effected on board ship at Adalia and that remainder of Turks will be 
despatched to Italy as soon as we hear that British party at Trebizond have 
been placed on a ship under an allied flag. 

This would depend on British ship being available to go to Adalia and to 
wait there for some days. We should have to make it clear that His Majesty’s 
Government do not intend to release any Turks at Malta not covered by 
agreement with Bekir Sami;5 and that British subjects in Anatolia who are 
not resident there and who may not wish to come away (e.g. three British 
subjects at Sokia® and (? Maltese) at Zu[ng]uldak) must be free to leave if 
and when they wish to do so. 

General Officer Commanding in Chief concurs in above. I have not yet 


! Of June 9g, not printed. 2 See No. 228, n. 3. 

3 This message, received by Mr. Rattigan through the French authorities and reported 
in his telegram No. 415 of June 10, not printed, stated that ten British prisoners would be 
released and despatched to Adalia and Trebizond; other British subjects would be evacuated 
as the remaining Turkish prisoners at Malta were released. 

4 See No. 104. 

$ These, forty-five in all, were being detained at Malta with a view to trial in connection 
with outrages perpetrated on Armenians and other native Christians. 

6 See No. 214, n. 4. 
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received telegram from Angora referred to in my telegram No. 440,7 but 
I do not anticipate that it will change situation as far as above recommenda- 
tions are concerned. 

There appears to be a tendency amongst Turks towards recovery from 
alarm at idea of British intervention on side of Greeks. This is no doubt 
due to campaign in certain sections of British press against any action by 
His Majesty’s Government. 

Repeated to Rome No. 20. 

7 Of June 19, not printed. This stated that the French High Commissioner had informed 
Sir H. Rumbold that a telegram from Angora was being sent on to him by courier from 
Zunguldak (see No. 258, below). 

8 To this telegram Lord Curzon replied (telegram No. 384 of June 22): “The first thing is 
to take delivery of the 10 British prisoners supposing that the Turks really mean to hand them 
over. We cannot, however, release another man until all British prisoners are returned.’ 


No. 244 


Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Received June 20, 2.35 p.m.) 
No. 240 Telegraphic [E 7062/1/44| 


ROME, June 19, 1921, I1.30 p.m. 

My telegrams Nos. 237! and 238.2 

In writing to acknowledge receipt of Aga Khan’s message, Bekir Sami 
states that he is happy to take cognizance of it and that he regards it as a 
happy presage for the re-establishment of friendly relations between our two 
countries that will do much to promote the cause of world peace. 

He hopes to leave shortly for London to resume in the mutual interests 
of our respective countries the conversations marked with such perfect 
cordiality which he had already begun there. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 

1 This telegram of June 18 ran: ‘Bekir Sami arrived to-day and I have communicated 
to him message from Aga Khan repeated from Constantinople.’ See No. 185. 

2 This telegram of June 19 stated that Bekir Sami had informed the Stefani Agency that 
he had been sent to Rome to discuss questions touching relations between the two Govern- 


ments and that in all probability Italo-Kemalist treaty would not be discussed at Angora 
before he returned there. 


No. 245 


Lord Hardtinge (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received June 20, 3.20 p.m.) 
No. 394 Telegraphic [E 7090/22/44] 


Urgent PARIS, June 20, 1921, 1.10 p.m. 
Following from Mr. Vansittart.! 

Italian representative this morning accepted the assumption of command 

by General Harrington on same terms as those yesterday accepted by 


1 Lord Curzon’s Political Secretary (see No. 234). For the Conversations of June 18-19 
in Paris between British, French, and Italian representatives, see Vol. XV, Chap. V. 
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French? viz. sub-commissions of gendarmerie, ‘special elements’, and control 
to be respectively presided over by French, British, and Italian officers. 

Italian representative added that as British and French had at the same 
time agreed between themselves respecting the Inspector General of Customs 
and Secretary General of Financial Commission, Italian Government would 
also ask for some equivalent post such as Contréleur du Budget which they 
would specify as soon as possible. 

Both French and Italian representatives again pressed that General 
Harrington should assume command as quietly and unostentatiously as 
possible, that no proclamation should be issued, and that generally the 
appearance of a war measure should be avoided. M. Briand repeated this 
morning that he attached importance to this.3 


2 For this agreement, see Vol. XV, p. 598. 
3 This telegram was repeated by the Foreign Office on June 20 to Constantinople, 
No. 379, and to Rome, No. 264. 


No. 246 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Recetved June 20, 9.45 p.m.) 
No. 351 Telegraphic [E 7091 /143/44] 
Very confidential ATHENS, June 20, 1921, 1.30 p.m. 
Your telegram No. 105.! 
I learn from reliable source that Greek Government have placed large 


order for munitions of war with Creusot in France. I understand that half 
of the amount has already been paid. 


1 No. 140. 


No. 247 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Received June 21, 11.30 a.m.) 
No. 443 Telegraphic [E 7108/1 /44] 
Very urgent CONSTANTINOPLE, une 20, 1921, 1.55 p.m. 


General Harington has shown me the draft of his telegram to the War 
Office respecting message communicated to him from Angora through 
Major Henry.' 


1 A copy of this telegram, No. 454 of June 20, was transmitted by the War Office to 
the Foreign Office in their letter 0152/5875 (M.I. 2) of June 22, not printed. It stated: 
‘An incident of a very extraordinary nature has happened. As I stated in a recent report, 
Major Henry, a demobilized officer who did great work for us in command of Aust- 
ralian wunnelling company in the Ypres Salient, left for Angora 10 days ago to prospect 
for mining business. I instructed him to get what information he could concerning our 
prisoners and Mustapha Kemal’s military intentions. He got to Ineboli and was very 
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I have discussed the matter fully with General Officer Commanding and 
Admiral de Robeck. 

We are unanimously of the opinion that if General Harington is authorised 
by His Majesty’s Government to enter into any kind of pourparlers with 
Mustapha Kemal, the latter should be told that if he has anything of impor- 
tance to say, General Harington is prepared to hear it. But Mustapha 
Kemal must come in person to some point on the coast where the General 
could await him on a warship. Conversations could take place on board. 
We must in fact make it quite clear that we are not in any way running 
after Kemalists. Your Lordship’s knowledge of the East? will of course 
enable you to appreciate the importance of making sure that the whole 
proposal is not a mere device to gain prestige by giving us the appearance 
of sueing (for) their favour. 

Mustapha Kemal’s statement that he cannot leave Angora means one of 
two things. Either he is virtually a prisoner of extremists in which case his 
value is unimportant, or statement is merely a pretext which would appear 
to lend colour to possibility that whole proposal is a stratagem to gain 
prestige. 

If he really does hold reins and seriously intends to make some reasonable 
offer then he should have no difficulty in meeting General Harington at 
some point on the coast. 

If it was not for my entire confidence in General Harington’s exceptional 
tact, caution and sound judgment, I would be inclined to advise against 
proposed meeting. But if the matter is in his hands, I do not apprehend 
that anything will be done to commit His Majesty’s Government or to give 
the appearance that we are courting Kemalists.3 


well received. Arrangements were made by Mustapha Kemal for car to take him to 
Angora. Unfortunately very bad storms broke and road has been washed away. Mustapha 
then sent a wire to Refet, one of his best Generals, to speak on his behalf. He wished me 
to be informed that our prisoners are quite all right and that he is willing to release them 
all. ... Message was also sent by Mustapha saying that he is anxious to get into touch with 
me.... As you know I have kept myself entirely free of politics which are no concern of 
mine and have never seen a Turkish official. Personally, if His Majesty’s Government 
approve, I am quite prepared to go to Ineboli on a British warship and hear Mustapha 
Kemal’s views from himself, and will report my interview verbatim for the information of 
His Majesty’s Government. But I hold strongly the view that Mustapha Kemal should 
come in person and state his case.’ 

2 Lord Curzon had been Viceroy of India from 1899 to 1904. 

3 General Harington’s telegram No. 454 and Mr. Rattigan’s telegram No. 443 here 
printed were discussed in two meetings of the Cabinet held on June 21 and June 22 
respectively. 
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No. 248 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) 
No. 376 Telegraphic [E 7012/1 /44] 


Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, June 20, 1921, 7 p.m. 


A report has appeared in Press here that General Townshend! is proceeding 
to Angora as representative of British Government. Categorical denial is 
being published here and if General Townshend goes to the East it will be 
without the knowledge and contrary to the approval of His Majesty’s 
Government.? You should, therefore, take such steps as may be possible to 
prevent his proceeding from Constantinople to Angora where his presence 
would imperil our interests. 


' M.P. for the Wrekin Division of Shropshire. 

2 On a minute by Mr. C. Harmsworth of June 15, stating that General Townshend had 
said that he was seeking the permission of the Prime Minister to proceed to Anatolia to 
get in touch with the Kemalist Government, Lord Curzon commented: ‘The PM will 
not agree to send General Townshend nor will I agree to his going. We decided this at 
Chequers 


No. 249 


Earl Curzon to Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 
No. 515 [E 7o21/143/44] 
Most confidential FOREIGN OFFICE, June 20, 1921 
Sir :-— 

I have to inform Your Excellency that Sir E. Crowe acting on my instruc- 
tions, sent a message to the Italian Ambassador on the morning of the 16th 
instant that he would be glad if His Excellency would call upon him the 
same afternoon. When the message reached the Italian Embassy the 
Ambassador had already left on his way to the Foreign Office, as he proposed 
to call upon Sir E. Crowe for the purpose of making some communications 
of his own. 

2. Sir E. Crowe opened the conversation with Monsieur de Martino by 
taking up the subject of my projected visit to Paris,' and began by con- 
firming what His Excellency had previously been told as to the groundless- 
ness of the reports in the papers that Mr. Vansittart was engaged upon 
confidential negotiations in Paris. Mr. Vansittart’s visit was devoid of any 
official character: he had gone on leave to deal with entirely private affairs.? 
It was, however, true as had already been explained to His Excellency the 
day before, that the Greco-Turkish situation was causing grave anxiety to 
His Majesty’s Government. They had come to the conclusion that some 


1 See No. 234. 2 See No. 290. 
3 No separate record of Sir E. Crowe’s conversation of June 15 with Signor de Martino 
has been traced in the Foreign Office archives. 
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further effort must be made without much more delay towards the re-estab- 
lishment of peace in the Middle East. If the Supreme Council could have 
met now, an opportunity would have offered for an exchange of views 
between the Allied Governments as to the line of policy to be pursued in 
view of recent developments in Anatolia and at Constantinople; but so far 
we had not succeeded in bringing about an early meeting of the Supreme 
Council, and meanwhile the situation in the East was assuming a more and 
more menacing complexion. In these circumstances I had decided, with 
the authority of the British Government, to proceed to Paris in order to have 
a frank informal conversation with Monsieur Briand and to arrive if possible 
at a common understanding. I had proposed to Monsieur Briand to start 
on the 17th and to remain at his disposal the two following days, suggesting 
at the same time that the Italian representative in Paris should be invited 
to take part in the conversations. Sir E. Crowe added that I was anxious 
to give the earliest intimation of my plan to the Italian Government, and 
begged Monsieur de Martino to telegraph to Count Sforza asking him to 
authorise Count Bonin to attend the proposed informal discussions in Paris. 
Monsieur de Martino expressed his warm thanks for this communication, 
which he promised to telegraph to Rome at once. 

3. Sir E. Crowe then spoke to the Ambassador very frankly on the general 
subject of political co-operation between the British and Italian Govern- 
ments. He went once more over the ground covered by me in my recent 
conversation with Monsieur de Martino,‘ and laid stress on the difficulty 
experienced by me in reconciling the constant assurances of Count Sforza as 
to his desire for the closest friendly relations with us, with the series of 
transactions entered into by the Italian Government behind our backs with 
other Powers, either hostile, or standing in peculiar relations to us. He 
observed that if the discussions in Paris were, as we hoped, to lead to a fresh 
effort to bring about an accommodation with the Angora Government, we 
had to apprehend that the Italian Government, supposed to be tied to us 
by an active alliance, would find themselves fettered by the agreement they 
had made with Mustapha Kemal, under which they undertook to promote 
a policy diametrically opposed’ to that which the Allies, including Italy, 
had agreed upon among themselves and to which they had set their signa- 
tures in the Treaty of Sévres. When Monsieur de Martino tried to take 
exception to stating the case so frankly, Sir E. Crowe asked him to explain 
how the Italian Government were going to fulfil their engagements with 
Angora to give their full support to all the demands of the Angora Govern- 
ment in the discussions with the Allies. Monsieur de Martino admitted that 
this was a terrible dilemma, and he had no suggestion to offer as to how it 
could be met, except to suppose that the Italian Government would find a 
way to be true to the Allies. Sir E. Crowe said that his remark was merely 
intended as an illustration of the position in which His Majesty’s Government 
found themselves placed owing to the secret arrangements entered into by 
Italy unbeknown to the Allies. 

4 See No. 225. 5 See No. 114. 
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4. I myself, as Monsieur de Martino must have observed himself, took 
an equally grave, if not a graver, view of the conclusion by Count Sforza 
of an agreement with Afghanistan, again behind the back of His Majesty’s 
Government. Coming after the Angora agreement, and after the protest 
which I had made with regard to that transaction,’ this repetition of the 
same objectionable procedure in an equally important matter had come as 
a great shock, and I was frankly at a loss to understand how the Italian 
Government could go on protesting their close friendship for, and desire to 
act with us, and at the same time do things of this sort. I on my part desired 
to be perfectly frank in the matter, and earnestly hoped that Monsieur de 
Martino would explain to Count Sforza as clearly as possible how serious 
was the view that I took of the situation so produced. I had always been 
willing to work with Italy, but this was made almost impossible if such things 
as we complained of, continued. 

5. Monsieur de Martino made no attempt to defend Count Sforza on 
either count: he professed to disapprove altogether both the arrangement 
with Kemal and the Afghan agreement. He added that his own position 
in the matter was rendered a little difficult by the fact that he was suspected 
of working against Count Sforza; there was consequently a danger that what 
he reported from here might be considered at Rome to be coloured by a 
desire to exaggerate difficulties in order to do Count Sforza harm. For 
this reason Monsieur de Martino expressed the hope that I would also 
instruct you to express our views to the Consulta. He declared that he had 
faithfully reported all that I had told him on Sunday last. He would, after 
the conversation today, telegraph again in the sense of what had been said. 
Meanwhile, Sir E. Crowe assured him we had not failed to send instructions 
to you? and he told the Ambassador the substance of Count Sforza’s reply 
to you which you had just telegraphed to us.'° Monsieur de Martino said 
he himself had been charged with a reply message, which he proceeded to 
read, and which was found to be more or less in accord with your message, 
except that it ended with the suggestion that whilst the Italian Government 
had no wish to do anything as regards Afghanistan, they hoped we should 
reciprocally act with them in regard to Albania. In answer to Sir E. Crowe’s 
expression of surprise as to what this meant, Monsieur de Martino explained 
that there were syndicates of British business men busying themselves with 
concessions in Albania which filled the Italian Government with suspicions 
and apprehensions. 

6. Sir E. Crowe was entirely unable to admit that there was the remotest 
analogy between the situation in the two countries, and Monsieur de Martino 
did not press the point. 

7. Sir E. Crowe then raised the point of the alleged assurance received 
by the Italian Chargé d’Affaires at this Office concerning the attitude of 
disinterestedness, or rather detachment, which His Majesty’s Government 


6 See No. 225, n. 11. 7 See No. 75. 8 i.e. June 12. 
9 In Foreign Office telegram No. 257 of June 13, not printed. 
10 In Rome telegram No. 229 of June 14, not printed. 
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were assumed by Count Sforza to have adopted towards the affairs of 
Afghanistan. Monsieur de Martino said he did not remember at all the 
particular communication that might have been made to the Italian Chargé 
d’Affaires, but stated that what Count Sforza undoubtedly relied upon was 
a telegram which he, Monsieur de Martino, had sent to Rome on the receipt 
of a written communication from this Office," in reply to an enquiry on his 
part,!2 enclosing a copy of a White Paper'3 and calling particular attention 
to a letter appearing in that paper in which Sir Hamilton Grant" lays stress 
on the fact that Afghanistan is now an independent country and has entire 
freedom as regards both foreign and internal affairs. 

8. Sir E. Crowe said that this was no doubt a correct description of the 
theoretical situation, but it was inconceivable that the Italian Government 
should not have known that Afghanistan stood in a peculiar relation to the 
Government of India, and the fact that Count Sforza entered into this 
agreement without any previous discussion with the British Government, 
with whom he professes to be so anxious to co-operate on all matters—and, 
he added, without even informing us afterwards except when we, having 
become acquainted with the matter from other sources, remonstrated with 
him—seemed to make it clear that he had some reason in coming to this 
arrangement of which he preferred that we should know nothing. 

9g. Monsieur de Martino emphasized Count Sforza’s categorical declara- 
tion that the agreement had no other object but to promote Italian com- 
mercial interests. Sir E. Crowe suggested to Monsieur de Martino that it 
would take a very powerful magnifying glass to discover the commercial 
interests of Italy in Afghanistan. Moreover, Count Sforza had admitted in 
his conversation with you's that the Mission would have duties not connected 
with commercial matters, namely to report on the activities of the Russians 
and Turks in Afghanistan, although this was described as only an incidental 
part of their functions. When Monsieur de Martino again assured him that 
the Mission would not be composed of diplomats but of the agents of Italian 
commercial houses and banks, Sir E. Crowe said that, if the Ambassador 
would not mind his making a very frank statement, he would call his 
attention to the fact, which had been mentioned to His Excellency on more 
than one occasion, that we had no reason to trust the proceedings of the 
agents of Italian banks in the East, whom unfortunately we found engaged 
everywhere in the most pernicious anti-British propaganda. He could only 


1t Of June ro, not printed. 

12 In a Memorandum of May 30, the Italian Chargé d’Affaires had asked to be informed 
of British views respecting the international legal position of Afghanistan and whether 
His Majesty’s Government considered the Anglo-Afghan Treaty (of 1905) to be abro- 

ated. 
Fe Cmd. 324 of 1919, Papers regarding Hostilities with Afghanistan, 1919, which includes, as 
No. 66, the text of the Anglo-Afghan Peace Treaty of August 8, 1919. This treaty contem- 
plated the conclusion of a treaty of friendship between the Governments of India and 
Afghanistan. 

14 Ibid. No. 67. Sir H. Grant was Foreign Secretary to the Government of India. 

1s This conversation was reported in Rome telegram No. 229 of June 14, not printed. 
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say that the idea of having the Banco di Roma and their agents established 
in Kabul was not a matter upon which British interests were to be con- 
gratulated. 

10. Monsieur de Martino assured Sir E. Crowe that he was deeply 
impressed with the necessity of putting an end to the feeling which he could 
quite understand had been created here by these and other incidents. He 
was quite determined to do all in his power to get the relations of the two 
countries back on a footing of harmony and hearty co-operation. He asked 
what, as regards the Afghan treaty, had better be done. Sir E. Crowe 
replied that while he had not seen the text of the treaty, he gathered that 
one of its main features was the promise to send an Italian Mission to Kabul. 
He did not know whether anything was stipulated as to the date on which 
this Mission was to proceed; he thought the Italian Government would be 
wise if they prevented that Mission from starting. It ought not to be difficult, 
he thought, for them to find reasons, first for delay, and perhaps later, for 
the total abandonment of the Mission. In any case, he thought His Majesty’s 
Government would expect to be further consulted before that Mission 
actually proceeded on its way. 

11. Monsieur de Martino took everything that was said in very good part 
and repeated his promise to make it clear how unfortunate was the impression 
created here by the Italian proceedings. 

12. Sir E. Crowe then took the occasion to refer also to the visit of the 
Italian man-of-war to Alexandria.'6 On this subject Monsieur de Martino 
was ready with an explanation and handed him a short note, according to 
which the fault for this particular incident lay with the Italian representative 
at Cairo. According to a report now received from the latter, he had not 
understood from Lord Allenby'? when he saw him, that there was any 
objection to the visit of an Italian ship and he had consequently not at the 
time made any report to Rome at all, so that the Italian naval authorities 
were in complete ignorance of the objection which had been raised by His 
Majesty’s representative. Now that the Italian Government were aware of 
our views, they will be quite prepared, if we desire it, to recall the ship. 
Sir E. Crowe said they had better recall it at once, and Monsieur de Martino 
said he would immediately telegraph, but he had no doubt it would be done. 

Iam, &c., 
(For the Secretary of State) 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 


16 In Cairo telegram No. 390 of June 6, Lord Allenby had reported that the Italian 
cruiser, ‘Nino Brixio’, had entered Alexandria harbour on June 4. In his telegram No. 400 
of June 10, he further reported an interview with the Italian Minister at Cairo, in which 
the Minister had explained that the ship was on its way to Constantinople and that he had 
had no foreknowledge of its visit to Alexandria. 

17 H.M. High Commissioner for Egypt. 
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No. 250 


Mr, Rattigan (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Received June 22, 2.45 p.m.) 
No. 445 Telegraphic [E 7158/1 /44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, fune 21, 1921, 7.10 p.m. 


My immediately preceding telegram.' 

Situation has in my opinion changed appreciably since it became known 
that His Majesty’s Government were reconsidering their attitude in view of 
provocative acts by Kemalists and their policy of open defiance.? 

If I may use illustration from public school life, present frame of mind of 
Kemalists 1s exactly that of a fourth form boy encouraged by fifth form bully 
(Bolsheviks) to defy monitor, who is about to administer justice. 

If they feel justice means very severe punishment, in pure fright they will 
turn to bully, whom they cordially dislike, as lesser of two evils. At the same 
time they have uneasy feeling that in the end bully may not be able to 
protect them against monitor’s big stick. 

Mere prospect of our intervention has undoubtedly caused considerable 
flutter at Angora, and Kemalists now appear inclined to think that after all 
it may be better to submit to our justice provided it 1s not too severe. 

Acts of bravado may be explained by the delight of the small boy in the 
unaccustomed pleasure of defying authority with apparent immunity. 

On the assumption that the above illustration accurately represents the 
actual frame of mind of Kemalists, I took the line with the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs yesterday that, as I gathered from him that his advice was 
listened to at Angora, I thought that he would do well to urge Kemalists to 
throw over their bully-friend and have confidence in the justice of the allies. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs replied that Kemalists would certainly 
abandon the Bolsheviks if we gave a convincing sign of our intention to give 
fair treatment. He added that such a sign would be afforded by a declaration 
on the part of the allies that Smyrna ought to belong to the Turks. I said 
I could naturally not discuss this. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs repeated that we could not expect Kemalists 
to throw over their sole support until they had some convincing proof that we 
intended to meet their wishes. Smyrna was absolutely essential, though he 
believed Kemalists would accept plebiscite. 

I would like to add a word of warning that Kemalists are to some extent 
recovering from their alarm and will not therefore be very easy to deal with. 
Disadvantage of any considerable move by us in the direction of conciliation 
is that Kemalists will be apt to look on it as a sign of weakness. I cannot too 
strongly emphasise the necessity for firm dealing coupled with justice. 


' In this telegram, No. 444 of June 21, not printed, Mr. Rattigan reported a conversation 
with Izzet Pasha on June 20. Cf. No. 236. 
2 See No. 228. 
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No. 251 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received June 22, 11.15 a.m.) 
No. 356 Telegraphic [E 7152/143/44] 
ATHENS, une 21, 1921, 10.30 p.m. 


Your telegram from Paris of June 1gth.! 

Italian Minister only received his instructions this afternoon and he and I 
and French Chargé d’Affaires were then received together by Minister for 
Foreign Affairs,2 who had just returned from Smyrna. I read French text 
of proposal and we left copies with him.3 

Minister for Foreign Affairs said he could not of course make any obser- 
vations until proposal had been considered by Council of Ministers; he 
would telegraph at once to President of the Council and Minister of War,‘ 
who would, he hoped, be here by tomorrow evening. He would give a reply 
as soon as possible. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


! See Vol. XV, No. 88, Appendix 2. This telegram, No. 389, which was drafted by Lord 
Curzon (see ibid. Appendix 1), invited the Hellenic Government to place its interests in the 
hands of the Allied Powers. It went on to say that, if the intervention were accepted, then 
the Allied Governments would state frankly the terms upon which their assistance would 
be proffered: in the event of these terms being accepted, the Allied Governments would 
approach the Turkish Government ‘with a view to immediate suspension of hostilities and 
to negotiations for conclusion of peace’. The telegram ended: ‘An identic telegram is being 
sent to your colleagues at Athens, and you should immediately join with them in making 
this proposal to Greek Government and in inviting from them prompt reply.’ 

2 M. Baltatzis. 

3 For the text, dated June 21, see Frangulis, vol. ii., p. 282. 

4 M. Gounaris and M. Theotokis respectively. 


No. 252 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received June 23, 12.30 p.m.) 
No. 358 Telegraphic [E 7193/143/44] 


ATHENS, June 22, 1921, 5.45 p.m. 

My telegram No. 356.! 

I have learned very confidentially from a foreign source that following 
conditions are to be imposed by the allies if the Greek Government accept 
intervention. Complete withdrawal of Greek troops from Asia Minor, 
autonomy of Smyrna district under christian (presumably not Greek) 
governor, international administration of Smyrna and international gendar- 
merie; also demilitarization of part of Thrace bordering on Tchataldja line 
and special administration for Adrianople. 

I imagine that Greek Government will almost certainly take first step 
of accepting our intervention: whether they will then accept conditions 


¥ No. 251. 
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considerably worse than those offered in London in March? depends, I suppose, 
entirely on whether confidence they expressed in their military prospects 
is genuine or not. If it is genuine I cannot conceive their abandoning their 
offensive in order to get nothing. On the other hand it is possible as some 
think that all talk of offensive is purely bluff and that they will be enchanted 
to give it all up hoping to save their face by talking of compulsion by Powers. 

Another possibility is, I suppose, that they will accept our conditions in 
belief and hope that Kemal will refuse. 

My sympathy for Greeks is not great—they are not very trustworthy, they 
have behaved abominably and they have shown in their treatment of the 
Turks at Yalova etc.3 most lamentable incapacity to govern alien minorities, 
but what about Turks who were after all amongst our worst enemies? Is 
there the least chance of their being really satisfied with such concessions 
even if they pretend to be and accept them for the moment? Will they not 
regard our action as a sign of weakness and fear and increase their insolence 
accordingly? New Armenian Minister‘ here who was twenty years in Turkish 
service and therefore must know their mentality declared to me at length 
two days ago that a Turk always looks on concessions and even politeness as 
signs of weakness and is only impressed by show of strength and firmness. 
I much fear that by adoption of this policy we shall lose rather than gain 
prestige in Turkey and we shall certainly lose our present pre-eminent 
popularity and influence in Greece. 

Is there not a danger too that precedent for tearing up important part of 
treaty of Sévres will encourage Germans and others to resist more than ever 
full execution of their treaties? 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


2 See Vol. XV, No. 53, appendix 2, No. 58, n. 3, and No. 59. 3 See No. 212. 
4 M. Tigran Tchaian. 


No. 253 


Earl Curzon to Lord Hardinge (Paris) and Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 
No. 341! Telegraphic [E 7108/1 /44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, June 22, 1921, 9 p.m. 


Please inform French/Italian Government that an offer has been received 
through a reliable source from Mustapha Kemal to send one of his general 
officers to converse with General Harington at the port of Ineboli on the 
Black Sea.2 General Harington holds strongly the view that Mustapha Kemal 
should come in person to state his case, and that preferably he should come to 
Constantinople. The intermediary, however, replied that Mustapha Kemal 
is practically confined to Angora by the extremists, and that neither he nor 
his representative dares go to Constantinople. 

We are reluctant to throw away opportunity of conversation, although 
we cannot be certain that overtures may not be intended, either to gain 


t No. 341 to Paris, No. 267 to Rome. 2 See No. 247. 
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time or to cause disunion among the allies. Please tell French/ Italian 
Government that with their concurrence we propose to reply that a British 
representative will be prepared to meet Mustapha Kemal himself on Black 
Sea and hear what he has to say. We are not favourably inclined to con- 
versations with secondary persons. Kindly ascertain views of French /Italian 
Government on this suggestion which I make to them in spirit of com- 
munity of action which I advocated so strongly at Paris.3 


3 For the Paris Conversations of June 18-19, see Vol. XV, Chap. V. 


No. 254 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Received Fune 24, 3.15 p.m.) 
Unnumbered Telegraphic [E 7277/1 /44] 


Personal and secret CONSTANTINOPLE, June 23, 1921, 5.15 p.m. 


My official telegram No. 449.! 

Minister for Foreign Affairs’ reference to desirability of putting us into 
touch with representatives of Angora was very pointed and may be based 
on communications from Angora. 

I learn from a secret source that one of principal nationalist intermediaries 
here received very shortly before conversation in question, communication 
from Angora of which following is substance. 

“We are ready to enter into negotiations with British. Please inform us in 
first instance however in order that decision may be taken whether negotia- 
tions will be secret or open, when they will take place and with whom and 
powers which will be entrusted to him.’ 

(? On the other hand) I have received also from very secret source copies 
of two telegrams sent by Minister for Foreign Affairs here to Turkish repre- 
sentative in Paris on June 2oth in which he conveys for communication in 
a suitable form to allied statesmen assembled in Paris statement of Turkish 
desiderata which on main lines is identical with national pact;? definite 
suggestions that question of minorities should be dealt with on same lines as 
in other treaties (1.e. those with European Powers); and proposes that 
Turkey should not be called upon to support cost of allied occupation. 

These telegrams hardly encourage hope of reasonable attitude on Turkish... .3 
I fear Kemalists are still determined to do all they can to obtain essentials of 


1 Of June 23, not printed. This telegram reported that, during a conversation with 
Izzet Pasha on June 22, Mr. Ryan had mentioned ‘in confidence nature of démarche which 
allies had decided to make at Athens [see No. 251, n. 1]’. He had gone on to say that it 
was for Constantinople Government ‘to use all their influence to make moderate counsels 
prevail at Angora’. 

2 See No. g. 

3 The text is here uncertain. 
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national pact, i.e. armistice frontiers and complete independence.‘ At the 
same time exaggerated importance must not be attached to views expressed 
by Minister for Foreign Affairs (? here) (? in his) (? telegram) (?s to) (? his 
own) representative in Paris which were probably drafted as much with a 
view to prove that he is not less zealous than Kemalists for really national 
programme as with a view to influencing allied Powers. 


4 In his telegram No. 450 of June 23, Mr. Rattigan further commented: ‘I am personally 
very averse to the idea of getting into any kind of secret negotiations with Angora Govern- 
ment. I doubt whether any good would result therefrom and Kemalists would be sure sooner 
or later to give out that we are intriguing with them behind backs of our allies. Our refusal 
hitherto to stoop to this sort of thing has certainly enhanced Turkish respect for us while our 
allies have apparently gained little beyond contempt from their efforts in this direction. 

‘Proposal of General Harington merely to listen to anything of importance Kemal may 
have to say is of course on a different footing. As I have said (? I would object) even to 
this were it not for my entire confidence in General Harington.’ 


No. 255 


Lord Hardinge (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received June 24, 10 a.m.) 
No. 406 Telegraphic: by bag [E 7198/143/44] 

PARIS, June 23, 1921 

President of Council yesterday gave to Senate Commission on Foreign 
Affairs very favourable account of increasing solidarity between France, 
Great Britain, and Italy as regards their eastern policy. He anticipated 
that allies’ offer of mediation would be accepted, as Turks and Greeks now 
realise that a fresh offensive would create a critical situation for both of 
them; and that the Turkish Government when re-established with the 
necessary security and freedom would again become an element of peace 
and a useful collaborator with France in her duties, influence and interests 
in the Levant. Complete agreement now exists between England and France 
regarding Greek evacuation and allied occupation of Smyrna. England 
consents to a fresh and full discussion about the status of Thrace; she is 


' In his reply, telegram No. 345 of June 24, Lord Curzon stated: “This is not what 
happened in our conversation at Quai d’Orsay. I made certain proposals about Thrace 
which I said were the maximum to which I could consent in the terms to be submitted 
to the Greeks and Turks in the event of negotiations being undertaken by the allies. M. Briand 
had rather more advanced views about Thrace, which I was unable to accept. But I said 
that when the Turkish case was presented by the Turks themselves, I had no doubt that 
every possible solution would be explored and it was unnecessary to anticipate the final 
discussion at this stage. This is quite a different thing from the words reported to have 
been employed by M. Briand and I think it would be well to remove the misapprehension.’ 
Lord Hardinge embodied the substance of this passage in a Note of June 26 to M. Briand, 
not printed. To this Note M. Briand replied (copy in Lord Hardinge’s despatch No. 1892 
of June 29, not printed) as follows: ‘J’ai parfaitement compris que le Gouvernement 
britannique, dans ]’état actuel des choses, ne voulait pas aller au-dela des propositions qui 
furent développées par Lord Curzon, mais qu’il admettait aussi la possibilité, dans une 
phase ultérieure des négociations, de s’engager plus avant dans la voie des concessions; 
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prepared to contemplate an eventual evacuation of Constantinople and to 
accept certain modifications? of the London agreements with a view to 
facilitating an understanding with Turkey. Being bound by the promises 
made to King Hussein? when he took up arms against the Turks she intends 
to give Feisal* the throne of Mesopotamia but has assured France that she 
will guard against any difficulty being thereby created for the French in 
Syria,’ and with this end in view has limited Feisal’s power to Mesopotamia. 
Far from seeking to embarrass France in Syria, His Majesty’s Government 
contemplate establishing in Transjordania (the region immediately adjoining 
French mandated territory) Abdullah® who is better disposed towards 
France than his brother. 


ainsi que |’a dit Lord Curzon lui-méme, “‘il s’agit pour le moment d’ouvrir la premiére 
porte; lorsque l’heure en sera venue, on pensera 4 ouvrir la deuxi¢me.’’ En ce qui concerne 
le Gouvernement frangais, j’ai été plus loin et j’ai suggéré que j’étais prét, pour obtenir 
l’assentiment des Turcs, dans le cas of ceux-ci en feraient une condition essentielle, a 
soumettre la décision relative 4 la Thrace 4 la Commission d’enquéte ethnographique 
proposée par les Alliés dans leur premiére offre de Londres aux Turcs et aux Grecs.’ In 
a record of a conversation of June 22 with the Italian Ambassador, not printed, Sir E. 
Crowe reported Signor de Martino as saying that the Italian Government were quite deter- 
mined not to recognize Greek claims to Eastern Thrace, and they understood that it was 
agreed in Paris that this would form part of the proposed arrangement to be made between 
Greece and Angora. Sir E. Crowe went on: ‘I said this was not my impression at all. 
I thought, on the contrary, that His Majesty’s Government had declined altogether to have 
the question of Thrace reopened on the present occasion. .. .’ For the Conversations of 
June 18-19 at Paris, see Vol. XV, No. 88. 

2 See Vol. XV, pp. 588-9. 

3 King of the Hedjaz. See Vol. XIII, No. 342. 

4 Son and representative of King Hussein. See Vol. XIII, No. 339, and Vol. XV, 


No. 18, n. 2. 
5 See Vol. XIII, No. 357. 6 See Vol. XIII, Nos. 347 and 350. 


No. 256 


Lord Hardinge (Paris) to Earl Curzon (Received June 24, 9.20 a.m.) 
No. 411 Telegraphic [E 7199/1 /44| 
PARIS, June 23, 1921, 8.20 p.m. 


Your Lordship’s telegram No. 341 yesterday.' 

I have communicated to French Government contents of your telegram 
and reply that you suggested should be given to proposal of Mustapha 
Kemal. 

M. Briand stated he, for his part, has no objection to a conversation and 
he agrees that it should be with Mustapha Kemal himself, unless his presence 
at meeting is a physical impossibility. But he fears a meeting before Greeks 
have accepted offer of mediation? might anticipate moment when official 
discussions with Turks as agreed upon with you, must commence. When 
Greeks have accepted, it would then be desirable to make Mustapha Kemal 


t No. 253. 2 See No. 251, n. 1. 
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or his envoy a similar offer of mediation so that possibility may be avoided 
of terms being stated at a preliminary meeting from which it might be 
difficult to get Turks later to recede. 

M. Briand expressed his thanks for common action you are taking in this 
matter.3 


3 This telegram was repeated to Constantinople on June 24 as No. 389. 


No. 257 


Letter from Earl Curzon to the Greek Chargé d’ Affaires 


[E 7051 /143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, Juné 23, 192] 
Sir :— 

I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your Note No. 2105/St/21 
of the oth instant,' requesting the consent of His Majesty’s Government to 
the occupation by Hellenic forces of certain parts of the Bigha peninsula 
which, while they form part of the zone proclaimed neutral by the Allied 
authorities at Constantinople, are not actually occupied by British forces. 

2. In reply I have the honour to inform you that His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment, after full consideration of the matter, regret that they are unable to 
accede to the request of the Greek Government since they are not prepared 
to admit Greek forces into the zone which has been proclaimed neutral. I 
have, however, the honour to add for your information that the General 
Officer Commanding-in-Chief of the British Army in Constantinople is 
contemplating the establishment in this zone of a Turkish gendarmerie 
force under British control.? 

I have, &c., 
(For the Secretary of State) 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 
1 Not printed. 


2 This information had been communicated to the Foreign Office by the War Office in 
their letter, (0145/110 (M.I. 2)), of June 3, not printed. 


No. 258 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Received June 26, 5.45 p.m.) 
No. 461 Telegraphic [E 7253/132/44] 
June 25, 1921, 3.50 p.m. 

My telegram No. 440.! 

Full text of message from Minister for Foreign Affairs Angora has now 
reached me. It is dated June 14th. Following is a summary of most important 
passage :— 

t See No. 243, n. 8. 
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“Your telegram of June oth.? 

Having to-day taken charge I have studied question of prisoners and 
Mustafa Saghir.3 Government is in principle ready to surrender all British 
prisoners of war and interned civilians, As, however, Grand National Assembly 
has not approved London agreement as signed by Bekir Sami‘ (whose mission 
was to defend rights of Turkish people and who is not considered to have 
defended them sufficiently in connection with this agreement), it would be 
advantageous to deal with question independently of agreement in question.’s 

Message goes on to justify attitude in regard to Mustafa Saghir on same 
lines as before i.e. he was not prisoner of war but common criminal.® Message 
then concludes as follows: 

‘As regards liberation of prisoners of war and interned civilians they will 
be evacuated according as all Turkish prisoners and detained persons are 
released by British Government. Ten prisoners have already been evacuated 
and sent to Trebizond and Adalia for repatriation.’ 

Second message dated June 16th refers to latest telegram from me.7 It 
merely confirms previous message. There is some confusion as regards dates 
of correspondence but attitude of new Angora Government is perfectly clear. 


2 A copy of the draft of this telegram was enclosed in Constantinople despatch No. 561 
of June 6, not printed, which also transmitted to the Foreign Office a copy of Mr. Rattigan’s 
letter of June 6 to General Harington, not printed, requesting him to transmit it to Angora 
by wireless. 

3 See No. 198, n. 3. 4 See No. 65, n. 5. 

5 A similar reply, which was summarized in Mr. Rattigan’s telegram No. 504 of July 8 
to the Foreign Office, not printed, was sent by Yussuf Kemal in answer to the message of 
the Aga Khan (see Nos. 185 and 244). 

6 This had been reported to the Foreign Office in Constantinople telegram No. 398 of 
June 5, not printed. 

7 This would seem to refer to a telegram which Mr. Rattigan summarized in his telegram 
No. 415 of June g to the Foreign Office, not printed. 


No. 259 


Earl Curzon to Lord Granville (Athens) 
No. 195 Telegraphic [E 6968/50/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, Juné 25, 1921, 4 p.m. 


My telegrams Nos. 150! and 1512 (of May 24th) and your telegrams Nos. 
2833 and 3114 (of May 27th and June 6th). 

In view of present negotiations the question of these protests is a very 
critical one and you should therefore defer any further representations to 
Greek Government both as regards taxation and recruitment. 

French and Italian Governments are being informed. 

Repeated to Paris No. 346 and Rome No. 272. 


t No. 183. 2 No. 184. 3 No. I9g1!. 4 Not printed. 
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No. 260 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Recewed June 26, 3.30 p.m.) 
No. 363 Telegraphic (E 7378/143/44] 


ATHENS, June 25, 1921, 7 p.m. 

My telegram No. 356.! 

Minister for Foreign Affairs has just handed to me the reply of Greek 
Government which was ready 36 hours ago but was held up to await the 
approval of King Constantine. 

Note? expresses lively thanks for allied offer which Greek Government 
have considered most seriously ; they fully appreciate and share the sentiments 
of humanity of ‘their great allies’ and desire to bring about speedy pacifi- 
cation; this similarity of views is the natural sequence of common struggle 
which led to similar situations everywhere; but it is only in the Near East 
that sanctions specified in Treaty signed by all the allies and Turkey have 
been left pending. 

Greece is convinced that in defending her secular aspirations and rights 
granted to her by the Treaty of Sévres in compensation for her sacrifices, 
she is also defending the interests of the civilization of the world in the 
Eastern Mediterranean and the Straits; conscious of the importance of her 
double mission she is, by the extreme exertion of her moral and material 
strength, on the point of imposing the common decisions of the allies which 
were the original cause of her being sent to Asia Minor. This conception 
of her duty has led Greece to accept all the sacrifices and to undertake 
fresh war against the Turks who try to escape the application of the Treaty. 
Military interests alone can now guide her conduct and her decisions, and 
for these imperative reasons the Greek Government cannot accept the 
advice of her great allies in spite of her ardent wish to do so, as any postpone- 
ment of the offensive beyond the date fixed by the High Command must 
damage the Greek military situation and encourage the enemy to oppose 
stronger resistance to the behests of the powers. 

Sentiments of allied powers of friendship for Greece give (? Greek Govern- 
ment) confidence that they will appreciate these arguments at their just 
value and will recognize that Greece by continuing the struggle will place 
in their hands the most efficacious means of pacifying the Near East; for the 
only hope of Turkey submitting to the suggestions of the Powers and respect- 
ing the rights of sanction by their signature and the interests which they 
consider worthy of safeguarding, can be founded on the influence of military 
action. 

Greece will always be ready to listen to her great allies at any phase of 
the operations and she hopes that they will obtain from Turkey concrete 
proposals for the realization of treaty rights and satisfaction of Greek 
sacrifices. 


t No. 251. 
2 Dated June 24. The text is given in Frangulis, vol. ii, pp. 284-5. 
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Greek Government feels confident that allies will remember in their 
action as mediators, the mission of Greek armies which were substituted for 
allied forces for the execution of part of common programme and which will 
be replaced after the cessation of hostilities by the whole moral force of 
Hellenism when the new régime in the Near East requires safeguarding; 
Greece .. .3 that .. .3 (?part) with honour for she will easily be able to 
maintain the new status quo once the stipulated guarantees are rigorously 
applied and measures taken which experience has shown to be necessary; 
the present Turkish resistance is due to non-application of disarmament 
clauses of armistice. Note ends. | 

Greek Government propose to publish at once the text of our communi- 
cation and of this reply.* 

Copy of latter by post.5 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


3 The text is here uncertain. The French text of the Note ran: ‘. . . la Gréce saura tenir 
ce réle avec honneur.’ 

4 They were published in full on the evening of June 25. See No. 266, below. 

5 In his despatch No. 275 of June 25, not printed. 


No. 261 


Letter from Earl Curzon to the Greek Chargé d’ Affaires 
[E 7168/143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, June 25, 1921 
Sir, 

I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your note of the 22nd 
June! in which you inform me that M. Gounaris is anxious to discuss the 
present situation with me and is prepared to start for London at once, 
accompanied by M. Baltazzi, should his proposal be considered opportune. 

2. In reply I have the honour to inform you that, much as I appreciate 
M. Gounaris’s offer, I am of opinion that it would be preferable that the 
Greek Government should formulate and forward their considered reply to 
the Allied proposals recently submitted? to them rather than that individual 
Ministers should put themselves to the trouble of leaving Athens at the 
present moment in order to deliver the reply in person. 

I have, &c., 
CURZON OF KEDLESTON 


t Not printed. 2 See No. 251. 
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No. 262 


Letter from Earl Curzon to the Greek Chargé d’ Affaires 
[E 7222/143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, June 25, 1921] 
Sir, 

I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your note of the 23rd 
June! enclosing a memorandum? prepared by M. Gounaris embodying the 
views of the Greek Government regarding the Near Eastern situation. 

2. While I am unable to agree with all the contentions therein advanced, 
I welcome the expression of the Greek Government’s willingness to hear 
and consider any suggestions put forward by His Majesty’s Government. 
This offer is peculiarly opportune at a moment when the Allied representa- 
tives at Athens have invited the Greek Government to accept their mediation, 
and it encourages me to hope for an early and favourable reply.‘ 

3. His Majesty’s Government are at one with the Greek Government in 
desiring to achieve a real and lasting peace in the East, and it is their sincere 
hope and belief that this object can be attained by mediation and that further 
hostilities with all the consequent sacrifices can thereby be avoided. 

I have, &c., 
CurRZON OF KEDLESTON 


™ Not printed. 

2 Not printed. A summary of this Memorandum is given by Frangulis, vol. ii, pp. 279-81. 
3 See No. 251. 

4 Cf. No. 260, which was received in the Foreign Office on June 26. 

5 To this communication M. Rizo-Rangabé replied on June 27 as follows: ‘. . . M. 


Baltazzi now informs me that some misunderstanding may have occurred. In expressing 
the willingness of His Majesty’s Government to listen to any suggestion made by the British 
Government, M. Gounaris believed he had made it clear that the suggestions would apply 
to the situation as it will shape itself out of the military operations which are about to be 
resumed, and that he had clearly defined the imperative necessity against discontinuing 
hostilities. This was also the substance of the reply of His Majesty’s Government to the 
Allied proposal which was handed the day before yesterday to the representatives of the 
Powers in Athens. [See No. 260.] 

“The Greek Government is convinced that the consequences of application of the Allied 
proposals would have irretrievably imperilled the military situation, and that this situation 
must be maintained at all costs lest all that has been achieved by the efforts of the Greek 
people for the cause of civilisation in the East be placed in jeopardy.’ 


No. 263 


Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to Earl Curzon (Received June 27, 11 a.m.) 
No. 252 Telegraphic [E 7281/1/44] 
ROME, June 26, 1921, 10.35 a.m. 


My telegram No. 245.! 
Bekir whom I saw yesterday told me that he was leaving for Paris to-day 


t Of June 23, not printed. In this telegram Sir G. Buchanan reported that Bekir Sami 
Bey had said that, if he was not actually on a mission, he represented the stronger party 
which ‘might still get the upper hand’. 
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and that if, when he got there, he found that it would be useful or desirable 
to proceed to London he would do so. 

In the course of our conversation he said that he represented his Govern- 
ment unofficially, that his mission was to feel his way and prepare the ground 
for friendly understanding. 

I expressed surprise saying I was under the impression that he was not 
on best terms with his Government who appeared to be completely under the 
influence of Bolsheviks. Were, I enquired, any proposals which he might 
put to be regarded as made on his Government’s behalf or as coming from 
himself alone? As coming from both of them he replied, as they both had 
but one object in view namely to free their country from Greek invaders. 
If only His Majesty’s Government held out helping hand to him moderate 
party to which he belonged would soon get upper hand and there would be 
an end to all Bolshevik influence. 

I reminded Bekir that when he was last here he had reproached us with 
not carrying out terms of London agreement respecting exchange of prisoners 
but that though we had released forty Turkish prisoners not a single British 
prisoner had been repatriated.2 He replied that among Turkish prisoners 
there was not one nationalist but that as soon as remaining 24 were released 
in accordance with terms of agreement all our prisoners would be returned 
to us. 

I observed that Angora Government had shown so little disposition to 
acting up to spirit of agreement that we could not be expected to give up 
any more Turkish prisoners till all British prisoners had been released. 

On my asking what was to be fate of Italian—Turkish agreement? he said 
it would not be repudiated but modified. 


2 See No. 258. 3 See Nos. 60, n. 4, 69, 114. 


No. 264 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Received June 28, 4 p.m.) 
No. 460 Telegraphic [E 7376/22/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, Juné 27, 1921, 3.45 p.m. 

Paris telegram No. 364! last paragraph. 

Unity of command. 

I cannot help thinking that allied arguments in favour of keeping matters 
secret are mere pretext. Whole question has been extensively discussed in 
French press and I can see no conceivable reason why measures should 
create bad effect on opinion here. On the contrary I think publication 
would have good effect. 

No doubt real motives of French and Italians are to avoid enhancement 
of British . . .2 at expense of their own. 


t The telegram under reference is No. 394 (No. 245). 
2 The text is here uncertain. 


279 


I am of course far from advocating that we should rub it in. But attitude 
of French and Italian High Commissioners leads me to suspect that their 
intention is (? materially) to maintain status quo ante themselves: at any rate 
they affect to regard matter as so secret that it cannot even be mentioned. 
This appears to me ridiculous. It is already fairly common knowledge that 
French are to have gendarmerie and financial commissions. 

I would suggest that, while avoiding all appearance of ostentation, we 
should be authorised to treat measure as one that must as a matter of course 
be known to public.3 

General Officer Commanding concurs. 


3 Lord Curzon replied in his telegram No. 396 of June go: ‘I approve suggestion in last 
paragraph.’ 


No. 265 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received June 28, 11 a.m.) 
No. 368 Telegraphic [E 7371 /143/44] 
ATHENS, June 27, 1921, 6 p.m. 

My telegram No. 363.! 

Minister for Foreign Affairs in explaining to Serbian Minister the refusal 
of allied proposal, mentioned among reasons the presence of the King at 
Smyrna which rendered impossible the abandonment of the offensive.? 

Athens has been full of rumours that the offensive had begun but Minister 
for Foreign Affairs assures me that the date is not yet fixed. On the other 
hand I have been told on authority which is by no means certain that it is 
fixed for tomorrow or June 3oth. 

My impression is strong and is shared by I think all my colleagues that 
Greeks hope for considerable initial successes after which they will be glad 
to accept mediation. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 

™ No. 260. 


2 King Constantine, accompanied by the Crown Prince and M. Gounaris, had left 
Greece for Smyrna on June 11. 


No. 266 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Recewed July 11) 
No. 281 [E 7894/143/44] 
ATHENS, june 27, 1921 
My Lord, 
As soon as reports and rumours began to reach Athens on the subject of 
Your Lordship’s conversations with Monsieur Briand at Paris,' the Greek 
newspapers began to express, with quite remarkable unanimity, the impos- 


1 Of June 18-19. See Vol. XV, Chap. V. 
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sibility for Greece to accept any mediation which should entail the abandon- 
ment of the imminent offensive in Asia Minor, unless indeed, a condition 
which they agreed was hardly conceivable, the Allies regarded the situation 
from the point of view of an already victorious Greece and intended to 
propose terms definitely confirming the rights given to Greece by the Treaty 
of Sévres and even extending them as compensation for Greek efforts and 
sacrifices since undertaken. The one and only discordant note was struck by 
the Socialist organ, ‘Rizospastis’, which urged that the opportunity should 
be seized to drop imperialism and put an end to war and mobilization. 

When the three Representatives had communicated the Allied proposal 
to the Minister for Foreign Affairs? and the contents and form of the Note 
began to be known,? the papers were still unanimous in appreciating the 
gentle and courteous form and in demanding that the reply of the Greek 
Government should express Greek gratitude but courteously and firmly 
refuse to accept mediation before the expected victory was won in Asia 
Minor. The fact that the Allies had addressed themselves in the first place to 
Greece and had stated that they were moved by sentiments of friendship 
towards her was looked on as a proof that Your Lordship had been able to 
overcome the more hostile inclinations of the French and Italians, and was 
pointed to as a further proof of British friendliness. A day or two later, some 
of the papers took the opposite line and argued that it was almost a hostile 
action on the part of the Powers to have addressed themselves first to Greece, 
as the result would be either to encourage and strengthen Kemal’s intran- 
sigeance if Greece accepted, as the acceptance would be looked on as a sign 
of weakness, or, if Greece refused, as she must, earn for her the wrath of 
the Powers for her impertinence in not obeying their behests. One paper, 
‘Kathemerine’, treated the Allied proposal with some contempt, and 
reminded its readers that the Great Powers always thought it necessary to 
intervene and try to prevent the lesser Powers from fighting, and that the 
present intervention would be just as inefficacious as that which was attempted 
before the outbreak of the Balkan war.‘ 

When the Allied Note5 and the Greek reply® were published in full on the 
evening of the 25th instant, the chorus of complete approval of the latter 
was again unanimous, with again the one exception of ‘Rizospastis’ who 
remarked that it was just as well that the Government had described itself 
as the ‘Royal Government’ as otherwise it might have been thought that the 
reply had been written by the Venizelist Government. 

The obvious, and I must confess to my mind weighty, arguments have 
been used throughout, that Greece and her army are at the present moment 


3 See No. 251. 

3 In his telegram No. 359 of June 22 to the Foreign Office, Lord Granville had reported: 
“We agreed with Minister for Foreign Affairs that we would make no communication to 
the press beyond short statement which he drafted that we offered good offices of our 
Governments to bring about peace. Nevertheless papers this morning published nearly 
full and correct version of our declaration.’ 

4 See E. C. Helmreich, The Diplomacy of the Balkan Wars, 1912-1913, Cambridge, Mass., 
1938. S See No. 251, n. I. 6 See No. 260, n. 2, _ 
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the only bulwark of Europe against Panislamism and Bolshevism, that 
Mustapha Kemal’s arrogance, already insupportable, largely owing to the 
encouragement he has received from the French and Italians, would be 
increased beyond all bounds by concessions and by the weakness which 
Greece would apparently admit if she consented to an armistice, and that 
the only possible means of arriving at a pacification of the Near East is the 
crushing of the Nationalists by military force. 

I think that there can be no doubt, judging not by the statements of the 
Government which can never be relied on, but by all their actions, and 
especially by their sending the King to Asia Minor,’ that they really are 
confident of achieving at least a great preliminary success; but I do not 
think that they have unlimited ambitions, nor unlimited confidence in the 
future. If they can succeed in taking the line Afium Karahissar—Kutahia— 
Eskishehr, I give them credit for sufficient wisdom not to make any attempt 
to go further and certainly not to follow the dream of an advance on Angora. 
When they have got that line, or even perhaps when they have got Kutahia 
alone, they will I feel sure be very grateful for a renewed offer of mediation 
by the Powers, feeling that Kemal’s arrogance and prestige will have 
received a sufficient blow to induce him to accept terms which the Greeks 
themselves can regard as reasonable. 

In an absolutely private conversation with my Italian colleague the other 
day, I was much surprised to find that, while he had no indication of the 
views of his Government, he entirely agreed with my personal opinion that 
from the point of view of the Allies and of Europe it was most desirable, nay 
essential, that the Greeks should win a really decisive victory over Kemal, 
as though they would no doubt in consequence become pretty presumptuous 
it was far easier to apply pressure on them than on the Turks. 

I am forwarding a copy of this despatch to His Majesty’s Acting High 
Commissioner at Constantinople. 

I have, &c., 
GRANVILLE 
7 See No. 265, n. 2. 


No. 267 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon (Received June 28, 10 p.m.) 
No. 463 Telegraphic [E 7377/143/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, june 28, 1921, 3 p.m. 


Greeks evacuated Ismid last night. Town 1s reported to be in flames; 
fire was probably started by Greeks before they left. 

There is indescribable panic in the district; a number of Turks are reported 
to have been massacred by Armenians in Ismid itself. Practically all Greek 
inhabitants are reported to have been evacuated with Greek forces but 
both Armenians and neutral Turks are terror stricken and are attempting 
to flee here in thousands. 
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After consultation with General Officer Commanding I have decided to 
send General Franks to Ismid to-day and am inviting French, Italian and 
United States High Commissioners to send an officer with him to do every- 
thing possible to prevent further massacre. I have instructed General Franks 
to take the line that we are entirely neutral as regards ordinary warfare 
between Greeks and Turks but that we are determined to prevent massacre 
by either side. 

General Franks will take with him delegate from Red Crescent who may 
be of considerable assistance. 

Greeks report that they were attacked by three divisions. General Officer 
Commanding can scarcely understand reason for concentration of so con- 
siderable a force at Ismid unless Kemalists have some idea of advancing on 
Constantinople. This would appear very rash policy at moment when 
Greek offensive is about to be launched. 

Mr. Ryan at my request called attention of Minister for Foreign Affairs 
yesterday to grave situation which would arise by violation of neutral zone 
by Kemalists. He therefore urged Central Government to use their influence 
with Angora to prevent such an eventuality. He had previously informed 
His Excellency that General Officer Commanding intended to disarm any 
Greek troops who might enter this zone.! 

Addressed to Foreign Office, No. 463, repeated to Athens No. 93. 

' Lord Curzon, in his telegram No. 398 of June 30, replied: “Your action approved. 


You will understand that His Majesty’s Government cannot accept any financial responsi- 
bility for refugees.’ 


No. 268 


Earl Curzon to Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) 
No. 393 Telegraphic [E 7257/143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, June 28, 1921, 10 p.m. 


Your despatches Nos. 541 and 555! (of June 1st and June 4th: Reports of 
Guemlek and Galova [sic] Commissions). 

French and Italian Governments share our views that both reports? 
should be communicated to Greek Government and published.3 As soon 
as your colleagues receive necessary instructions, you should communicate 
jointly text of both reports to Greek High Commissioner for communication 
to Greek Government. You should also arrange for immediate publication. 
I presume that you and your colleagues see no objection to latter step from 
the point of view of local situation. 

Please report action taken.3 


t Not printed. 2 See No. 238. 

3 Mr. Rattigan replied in his telegram No. 500 of July 8: ‘I feel strongly that it would 
be very inadvisable to publish here report on Yalova atrocities. Racial hatred is already 
intense but this report would inflame it to a dangerous degree. Both my allied colleagues 
agree with this view. I am consequently taking no action regarding publication pending 
further instruction from Your Lordship.’ 
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No. 269 


Earl Curzon to Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 
No. 543 [E 7290/143/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, June 28, 1921! 
Sir, 

The Italian Ambassador asked the Under Secretary of State for Foreign 
Affairs on the 22nd instant whether it was true that at the recent conversa- 
tions in Paris? it was decided, or proposed, to drop the Tripartite Agreement.3 
He said he had no instructions to speak on the subject but he knew that in 
the eyes of the Italian Government the Tripartite Agreement was the one 
feature of the settlement of the Eastern question on which they set most 
store. He did not see how any Italian Government could agree to its cancel- 
lation. Sir E. Crowe professed ignorance of the details of the discussions at 
Paris and said that as Count Bonin‘ was present, he had no doubt the 
Italian Government was fully informed as to what passed. 

2. M. de Martino then said he was going shortly to ask Lord Curzon to 
grant him an interview for the purpose of making a general statement on 
Italian policy which Count Sforza was anxious to place before His Majesty’s 
Government. The Italian Government welcomed the renewed effort made 
at Paris to strengthen the unity of the Allies. But above all Italy was desirous 
to re-establish the close association with England which had been the corner 
stone of Italian policy since long before the war. 

3. M. de Martino here interjected that Sir E. Crowe would reply by 
pointing to the Afghan mission incident and to the Angora Treaty.5 But 
Count Sforza was ready to explain all this, and indeed was anxious for a 
frank discussion on the broadest lines with His Majesty’s Government about 
the community of Italian and British interests. He was also in favour of an 
early meeting of the Supreme Council, not only in order to establish a full 
understanding in regard to the East, but also because he was getting alarmed 
at the want of progress made in Upper Silesia and in the matter of the 
Rhine sanctions.® | 

4. M. de Martino explained that he mentioned these matters merely in 
order that Lord Curzon should know in a general way what the Ambassador 
proposed to talk to him about. 

5. Sir E. Crowe thanked His Excellency for the friendly warning and 
said he felt sure Lord Curzon would be only too glad to hear what Count 
Sforza wished to put forward. 

6. As regards the proposed meeting of the Supreme Council, Sir E, 
Crowe mentioned that from the Paris conversations it appeared doubtful 
whether the French Government would be ready for it much before the 
middle of July. 

1 The draft only of this despatch is preserved in the Foreign Office archives. 
2 Of June 18-19. See Vol. XV, No. 88. 3 See No. 17, n. 4. 


4 Italian Ambassador at Paris. S See Nos. 225 and 249. 
6 See Vol. XVI, Chap. I and Chap. V, respectively. 
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No. 270 


Earl Curzon to Lord Granville (Athens) 
No. 318 [E 7187/50/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, June 29, I92I 
My Lord:— 

With reference to your despatch No. 360 of the 16th.! instant, transmitting 
a translation of the Greek law? annexing Thrace, Imbros and Tenedos, I 
have to inform you that in spite of the assurances given by the Minister of 
Foreign Affairs to Your Lordship that this act is not intended to have any 
international value,3 it appears nevertheless to me to be an inexcusable piece 
of legislation since it deliberately disregards the provisions of the Greek 
Minorities Treaty* by which the inhabitants of transferred territory are en- 
titled to opt for another nationality. Moreover the new law disregards the 
necessity for ratification of the treaty transferring the territories to Greece. 

2. For the present, however, I do not propose to take any action in the 
matter. 

Iam, &c., 
(For the Secretary of State) 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 

1 Not printed. 

2 Of September 23, 1920, not printed. Mr. Osborne minuted Lord Granville’s despatch 
as follows: ‘We are suspending further representations regarding taxation and recruitment 
in Smyrna and Thrace [see No. 259], which the French and Italians again insist on treating 
alike as occupied territories. They have not asked us to protest against this law and it is 
probable that they are unaware of its existence, as we were until a short time ago.’ 


3 This was reported in Athens telegram No. 347 of June 16, not printed. 
4 See No. 5, n. 2. 


No. 271 


Letter from Mr. Montagu to Earl Curzon 
[E 7521 /143/44] 
LONDON, June 29, 1921 

My dear Curzon, 

I am most distressed by Admiralty telegram 348 of yesterday’s date about 
Ismid.' 

The Admiral proposes to use ships and aeroplanes against Turks. We 
shall be involved in a war with Angora side by side with Greeks just after 
Greeks have refused mediation.? 


1 Not printed. A copy of this telegram was transmitted by the Admiralty to the Foreign 
Office in their letter No. N.I.D./O.L. of June 29, not printed. The Foreign Office replied 
on June 29: ‘Lord Curzon approves Admiral de Robeck’s proposal to use all means at his 
disposal to prevent an advance of Turkish Nationalist forces in the Ismid Peninsula towards 
the Bosphorus.’ 

2, See No. 260. 
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Surely just [sc] in any case we should warn Kemal’s commander of our 
intention if they come against us and a warning [should be] sent to Kemal 
that we are not supporting Greece but must defend neutrality of Bosphorus. 

Otherwise disaster! 

It has been discussed in tonight’s cabinet—no one there, Prime Minister 
refusing to do anything. 

If they cross neutral territory they should not be fired on but asked to 
disarm or parley. 

E.S.M. 


3 Lord Curzon minuted: ‘I see no reason why we should not telegraph to Angora (if we 
can) that if the Turks enter the neutral zone they will be guilty of a hostile act against 
the Allies who will be compelled to resist by every means in their power.’ Instructions 
were sent to Sir H. Rumbold, in Foreign Office telegram No. 395 of June 30, not printed, 
asking him to endeavour to send urgently to Angora a message on these lines. (See Nos. 273 
and 275, below.) 
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CHAPTER II 


Correspondence and Memoranda, 
July 1-December 31, 1921 


No. 272 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Earl Curzon (Received Fuly 2, 10 a.m.) 
No. 372 Telegraphic [E 7542/143/44] 
ATHENS, July 1, 1921, 6.30 p.m. 

Most papers explain evacuation of Ismid! as being solely due to troops 
being required elsewhere and to there being no necessity to keep them at 
Ismid once Greek population was safely evacuated. They add however 
broad hints that it is up to the Allies now themselves to defend Constantinople 
and neutral zone against a possible or probable attack by Kemalists. 
They say that hitherto as long as Greece could spare troops she was glad to 
render the Allies that service but she cannot do so any longer. 

It is possible that Greek Government cherish the hope that this evacuation 
may lead to an encounter between allied troops and Kemalists. 

Interview is published in which Minister of War? stoutly denied that 
Asia Minor (? campaign) was an undesired legacy from previous Govern- 
ment from which present Government would have gladly escaped; he 
declared that policy was one shared by every Greek of whatever party. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


™ See No. 267. 2 M. Theotokis. 


No. 273 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received Fuly 2, 10.30 a.m.) 
No. 473 Telegraphic [E 7551 /143/44) 
CONSTANTINOPLE, July 1, 1921, Midnight 


Minister for Foreign Affairs! called on me last evening to demand closing 
of Dardanelles to Greek men-of-war. It was in the opinion of Sublime Porte 
outrageous that these men-of-war should be allowed to pass Dardanelles in 
order to bombard open towns in Anatolia. His Excellency further invoked 
protection of His Majesty’s Government for Moslem population of Yalova 


1 Izzet Pasha. 
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which was being subjected to pillage and massacre by retreating Greek 
troops. 

I informed Minister for Foreign Affairs that I had already protested in 
strong terms to Greek High Commissioner against excesses committed by 
Greek troops during their retreat through Yalova district.2,_ Monsieur Votsis? 
had replied that excesses were acts of brigands and that Greek forces had 
done nothing beyond destruction of certain houses etc. for military reasons. 
Minister for Foreign Affairs insisted that Greek troops were concerned in 
massacres. 

As to the Dardanelles, I replied that in view of His Majesty’s Government, 
situation was governed till ratification of treaty by precedent created by 
passage of Goeben.* We could not therefore prohibit passage of Straits by 
Greek men-of-war without departing from strict neutrality. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs admitted that this was logical attitude but 
repeated that it was manifestly unjust that Greek Navy should be allowed to 
pass through Straits for the purpose of bombarding Turkish coast. 

I said that I would put his views before His Majesty’s Government but 
that I did not see how we could depart from our attitude in view of determina- 
tion to maintain strict neutrality. 

I took this opportunity to draw His Excellency’s attention to fact that 
Kemalist forces at Ismid were now in direct contact with neutral zone. I 
warned him that their entry into this zone would create very grave situation 
as we should resist by all means in our power and Kemalists would thus find 
themselves at war with allies. I knew His Excellency had considerable 
influence with Angora and felt that I could count upon him to advise 
strongly against any entry into neutral zone by Kemalist forces.’ His Excel- 
lency promised at once to exert all his influence in this direction. : 

2 See No. 268. 3 The Greek High Commissioner at Constantinople. 

4 On April 18, replying to a question by the Hon. Aubrey Herbert, M.P. for Yeovil, 
Mr. Lloyd George stated (see 140 H.C. Deb. 5 s., col. 1531): ‘.. . As regards the Straits, I 
would remind my Honourable Friend that the International arrangements concerning 
them have been in abeyance since the Turkish Government violated them by admitting the 
*‘“Goeben”’ in 1914, and that the fresh arrangements contemplated by the Treaty of Peace 
with Turkey will only become binding upon the signatories with the entry into force of that 
Treaty.’ 

5 See No. 271, n. 3. 


No. 274 
Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Received Fuly 2, 4.30. p.m.) 
No. 474 Telegraphic [E 7552/1 /44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, July 1, 1921, Midnight 


Following is continuation of my immediately preceding telegram.! 
(Interview with Minister for Foreign Affairs on June 30th). Conversation 
then proceeded on lines of those reported in previous telegrams. I again 


1 No. 273. 
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emphasized necessity for Kemalists to prove their desire for accord with 
Allies by showing themselves reasonable and conciliatory. 

Izzet Pasha replied that they would certainly do so and that their demands 
were not unreasonable. I asked if he knew exactly what they were. He 
repeated that he could not speak officially for Angora, but he had good 
reason to believe that they were as follows :— 


1. Smyrna (he had already told me they would accept plebiscite). 

2. Eastern Thrace. 

3. Acceptance of International Commission for Straits subject to provision 
of protection of Constantinople. It was impossible to leave Straits and 
Bosphorus without defence as this would expose Constantinople to 
a sudden seizure; e.g. by Russians in the event of war with Great 
Britain. 

4. Capitulations to remain in force for a period of 10 years: to be renewed 
if necessary. 

5. A formula would have to be found for establishment of modified 
financial control which would not wound Turkish susceptibilities. This 
should be an easy matter. 


He concluded by emphasizing desire of Kemalists, and in particular him- 
self, for a good understanding with Great Britain. 

I said I could not of course discuss these statements with him but that I 
would inform Your Lordship of what he had told me. 

I do not myself believe Kemalists will prove easy to deal with and think 
Minister for Foreign Affairs is optimistic as to their acceptance of financial 
control or capitulations. 


No. 275 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to Earl Curzon 
(Recerved Fuly 3, 3.45 p.m.) 
No. 475 Telegraphic [E 7553/143/44) 
CONSTANTINOPLE, July 1, 1921, Midnight 


As reported in my telegram No. 473} before receiving your telegram No. 
395? I had already requested Minister for Foreign Affairs to give strong 
warning to Kemal against entry into neutral zone. 

Kemalist forces at present show no desire to violate neutral zone. On 
the contrary orders have been issued to Kemalist troops to retire immediately 
on coming within (? two) kilometres of British posts. 

In these circumstances [ submit that it would be inadvisable to send direct 
warning to Angora and will suspend action pending Your Lordship’s 
further instructions.3 

t No. 273. 2 See No. 271, n. 3. 

3 Lord Curzon replied in his telegram No. 416 of July 5: ‘I agree that it is now un- 
necessary to send direct warning to Angora.’ 
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No. 276 


Earl Curzon to Lord Hardinge (Paris) 
No. 1828 [E 7570/143/44] 


My Lord, FOREIGN OFFICE, July 1, 1921 


The French Ambassador came to the Foreign Office this afternoon in 
order to present a communication! from M. Briand. The Greek Government 
having refused to accede to the suggestion made by the Powers that Greece 
should place herself in their hands, with a view to the suspension of hostilities 
in Asia Minor and the conclusion of peace with Turkey,? M. Briand now 
proposed that a joint notification should be addressed to Athens, warning 
the Greeks of the dangers of the course they were pursuing, and throwing 
upon them the responsibility for the resumption of the war and the still further 
arrestation of the conclusion of peace in the East. M. Briand proposed, as a 
second step, that the facilities which had hitherto been given to Greek 
warships at Constantinople, and the use which Greece had been permitted 
to make of that place as a port of call and revictualling, as well as the use 
which had been conceded to her of the Marmora, should, in accordance 
with strict neutrality, be withdrawn. Only by these means, M. Briand was 
convinced, could matters be brought to an early head and hostilities, even at 
the eleventh hour, prevented. 

I replied that I did not feel able to entertain either proposal. The first was 
superfluous, because we had already told the Greeks, in the telegram which 
I had drafted in Paris} and which had been approved by the three Powers, 
that, if the Greek Government preferred to decline our mediation, the 
exclusive responsibility would rest upon themselves. I did not, therefore, 
see any point in repeating the threat at the present moment, or stating again 
what was an obvious truism. It could have no effect either as a rebuke or as 
a menace. As regards the second suggestion, the advantages accorded to 
the Greeks had been recommended to us from Constantinople,+ where it 
could not be said that a very pro-Greek feeling prevailed, as entirely con- 
sistent with the strict neutrality which we, at any rate in this country, had 
pursued; and, as long as it was open to the Turks to obtain supplies of men, 
money and arms from Bolshevik Russia without fear of any interruption, it 
seemed to me a one-sided proposal to apply this particular form of coercion 
to the Greeks. In my view, the only safety lay in a continuation of the policy 
of strict impartiality to which the British Government, at least, had all along 
been faithful. 

As regards the general situation, I acquainted the Ambassador with the 
information which we had lately received from our military experts, both in 
Constantinople and in Smyrna,5 which led us to form a more favourable 
view of the morale and equipment of the Greek army than we had previously 


1 In a Note of June 30, not printed. 2 See No. 260. 
3 See No. 251, n. 1. 4 See No. 176. 
5 See Nos. 213, 233, 239, 240, 242. 
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been led to adopt; and I remarked that, if these accounts were true, it was not 
for a moment to be expected that the Greek army would decline to resume a 
conflict in which it appeared to expect an initial victory. In all probability, 
although what had happened at Ismid was an unfavourable omen, the 
Greeks might expect to obtain some such preliminary advantage. If they 
held this view of their own chances, it was out of the question to expect them, 
because of any representations that we were inclined to make to them, to 
desist; although it seemed to me extremely likely that, once the initial success 
had been obtained, they would, of their own accord, appeal to our good 
offices. 

The situation, I admitted, would not be rendered any easier by such a 
development, because the kind of terms that we had considered when I was 
in Paris might be more difficult to obtain from the Greeks if victorious than 
if they had not fought at all. On the other hand, should the issue turn the 
other way and the Turks be victorious in the impending struggle, we should 
find them also more difficult to deal with than they might be before the 
fighting recommenced. 

The prospect, therefore, was not, in my judgment, very encouraging either 
way; but, however that might be, it seemed to me a useless expedient to 
attempt to intervene at the present stage, and I could only hope that, before 
long, whatever the result of the impending hostilities might be, a more 
favourable opportunity might occur. 

Iam, &c., 
CurRZON OF KEDLESTON 


No. 277 


The Marquess Curzon' of Kedleston to Lord Hardinge (Paris) 
No. 360 Telegraphic [E 7502/1/44] 
Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, July 2, 1921, 3.20 p.m. 

Your telegrams No. 436? and 411.3 

As M. Briand has changed his views and thinks meeting with Mustapha 
Kemal should be arranged without delay, we are sending instructions to 
Constantinople authorising General Harington to invite Mustapha Kemal to 
meet him at Ineboli or elsewhere on Black Sea. Italian Government replied 
to our telegram identical with No. 3414 to you agreeing to conversation with 
Mustapha Kemal himself, but not with secondary person, and proposing 
that French and Italian representatives should accompany British repre- 
sentative.s This appears to us to be an entire misunderstanding of the 

1 Lord Curzon had been elevated to a Marquisate in the King’s Birthday Honours List 
of June 4. He assumed the title of the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston on July 1. 

2 Of June 30, not printed. This ran: ‘President of the Council said to me today that, 
in view of attitude of Greek Government, it is all the more necessary that projected inter- 
view . . . should take place.’ 3 No. 256. 4 No. 253. 


5 This reply was reported by Sir G. Buchanan in his telegram No. 253 of June 25, not 
printed. 


2g1 


proposal, which is not one for mediation or negotiation but merely to hear 
what Mustapha Kemal may have to say. General Harington will listen and 
not negotiate and will report fully to us what he hears for communication to 
our Allies. We are explaining this both at Rome and Constantinople. 
Repeated Rome No. 280 and Constantinople No. 405. 


No. 278 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) 
No. 406 Telegraphic [E 7502/1 /44] 
Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, July 2, 1921, 3.20 p.m. 


My telegram No. 341 to Paris' about proposed meeting with Mustapha 
Kemal and Paris reply No. 4112 and 436;3 also Rome reply No. 253.4 I am 
repeating to you telegram No. 360 sent today to Paris’ in reply to M. Briand’s 
latest proposal. You should arrange with General Harington, who will 
receive similar instructions from War Office, that he should reply to over- 
tures from Mustapha Kemal that he is willing to meet latter in person on 
Black Sea and to hear what he has to say. In as much as conversations will 
be of a political rather than of a military character we think that you should 
accompany General Harington unless you see good reasons to the contrary. 


t No. 253. 2 No. 256. 3 No. 277, n. 2. 4 No. 277, n. 5. 
5 No. 277. 


No. 279 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received Fuly 4, 12.15 p.m.) 


No. 480 Telegraphic [E 7597/132/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, July 3, 1921, 8.30 p.m 


My immediately preceding telegram.! 

Selection of persons released shows how little real satisfaction Angora 
Government has been prepared to give us. Of eight persons who have now 
arrived only four are British and Hone [?Home] is only technically British. 
I understand that Angora Government has difficulty in tracing some of the 
others named in our lists. Nevertheless they are hanging on to Colonel 
Rawlinson? and the bulk of his party; and to Captain Campbell who was 
actually at Caesarea when Medlicott3 and others left that place on June 16th. 
Since agreement was signed in March,‘ various British subjects not known 
to us at that time have been imprisoned or deprived of free movement.5 
The nett result up to date is that eight persons (not including Hone’s 


1 No. 479 of July 3, not printed. 2 See No. 161, n. 3. 
3 John Medlicott. See Vol. XITI, No. 164, n. 3. 4 See No. 65, n. 5. 
5 See, for example, No. 214. 
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family) have been released; two are supposed to be on their way, and from 
twenty-five to thirty persons are still imprisoned or detained. 

I propose to wait and see whether Baldwin® and Mahoney turn up. After 
that the next step will require the most careful consideration of His Majesty’s 
Government. The obvious intention of Angora is to make a show of con- 
ciliatory intentions but to do the minimum in the way of actual release of 
prisoners to whom we attach importance, and to use those still retained as 
the means of pressure on His Majesty’s Government to release all Turkish 
prisoners in Malta including the worst war criminals.” 


6 Mr. Oliver Baldwin, son of the Rt. Hon. Stanley Baldwin, President of the Board of 
Trade. Messrs. Baldwin and Mahoney arrived in Constantinople from Trebizond on 
July 4. 

7 See No. 243, n. 5. 


No. 280 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received Fuly 5, 11.25 a.m.) 


No. 482 Telegraphic [E 7622/1 /44] 
Clear the Line CONSTANTINOPLE, July 4, 1921, 6.45 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 406! 

Proposed interview with Mustapha Kemal. 

I informed my allied colleagues of all that had passed up to the present, 
laying stress on Your Lordship’s desire to do nothing behind the backs of 
our allies. Italian High Commissioner, who appears to have been kept in- 
formed by his Government, said that now that latter knew exact scope of pro- 
posed interview they withdrew their suggestion as to participation. . .? Italian 
delegates.3 French High Commissioner said that though he was without 
instructions he cordially approved proposal. I remarked that Your Lordship 
thought it might be well for me to accompany General Harington. Both 
French and Italian High Commissioners expressed themselves as strongly 
in approval of my doing so. General Harington concurs. In these circum- 
stances I shall arrange to accompany General Harington as suggested by 
Your Lordship if the interview takes place. I should be grateful if you would 
instruct me as to any special points to which you desire that I should give 
attention. 

General Harington is asking Minister for Foreign Affairs to let Mustapha 
Kemal know he has received his suggestion, and is prepared to meet him at 
any convenient point on the coast in order to hear what he may have to say. 

It may of course be difficult if Greek offensive has already started for 
Mustapha Kemal to come to the coast. 


™ No. 278. 2 The text is here uncertain. 3 See No. 277. 


293 


No. 281 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received July 5, 12.45 p.m.) 
No. 483 Telegraphic [E 7625/143/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, July 4, 1921, 6.45 p.m. 


Meeting was held to-day between allied High Commissioners and naval 
and military authorities to discuss the situation. 

1. General Officer Commanding first asked the High Commissioners if 
the allied Governments had decided what was to be done if the Kemalists 
crossed neutral line. High Commissioners replied that allied Governments 
were unanimously determined to oppose with all means in their power any 
violation of neutral zone. 

2. General Officer Commanding is to prepare questionnaire as to ultimate 
policy of allied Governments in the event of advance by Kemalists and 
resistance by allied troops. This questionnaire will be forwarded to allied 
Governments.' Both British and French Generals consider it essential from 
international law point of view that they should know at once if such 
resistance is to be maintained, and if they can count upon supply of reinforce- 
ments for this purpose should the eventuality arise. 

3. Allied naval and military authorities unanimous recommendation 
that all proposals put forward by High Commissioners some weeks ago for 
tightening of our neutrality (see Sir H. Rumbold’s telegram No. 336)? in 
regard to use of Constantinople by Greeks, should now be put in force 
without delay. French and Italian High Commissioners said that they had 
the necessary authority from their Governments to do so. I said that I must 
refer the question to Your Lordship. 

Personally I agree with my allied colleagues and with naval and military 
authorities that it would be wise to enforce the proposed regulations without 
delay, as it is most advisable to give proof of our desire to maintain strict 
neutrality. The present situation whereby Greeks are allowed to use 
Constantinople practically as a base for warlike operations against Anatolian 
coast is fraught with danger. 

I should be glad of urgent reply.3 


t See No. 301, below. 2 No. 159. 

3 Lord Curzon, having consulted Sir H. Rumbold, who was in London, replied in 
his telegram No. 423 of July 7: ‘I approve. Greek ships will of course be allowed the passage 
of the Bosphorus.’ 
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No. 282 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewved Fuly 5, 12 noon) 


No. 484 Telegraphic [E 7626/22/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, july 4, 1921, 6.45 p.m. 


At meeting referred to in my telegram 483 to-day,' French and Italian 
High Commissioners informed General Harington that in their opinion he 
had exceeded his powers in ordering the arrests reported in my telegram 476.” 

General Harington replied that he considered himself responsible for the 
security of allied troops and it was only with this object in view that he had 
taken action in question. 

French High Commissioner said that in his opinion General Harington’s 
responsibility was towards allied High Commissioners. 

Italian High Commissioner agreed: but General Harington replied that 
he considered himself responsible, in so far as the security of forces under him 
was concerned, directly to allied Governments. 

Discussion was remarkably free from bitterness on both sides but as 
opposite standpoints were maintained French and Italian High Commissioners 
said that they would refer the matter to their Governments.3 I said that I 
had already referred the point to Your Lordship.‘ 

' No. 281. 

2 In this telegram of July 1, not printed, Mr. Rattigan reported that General Harington 
had ordered the arrest of 59 Bolsheviks, of whom 30 were subsequently released. 

3 In a minute to this telegram and to General Harington’s telegram No. 530 of July. 4 to 
the War Office, reporting the attitude of the French and Italian High Commissioners, 
Lord Curzon commented, @ propos of a suggestion by the department that representations 
should be made to the French and Italian Governments: ‘I think I would wait for them to 
address us which Gen. Harington anticipates that they will do. In that case we will earnestly 
support him.’ 

4 In his telegrams Nos. 476 of July 1 and 477 of July 2. In the latter Mr. Rattigan stated: 
‘Neither French nor Italian High Commisioner have [sic] acknowledged General Haring- 


ton’s notification of his having assumed united command and I had to press former hard 
before he would acknowledge that he had been informed by his Government of decision.’ 


No. 283 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received Fuly 5, 10.30 p.m.) 
No. 488 Telegraphic [E 7658/143/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, July 5, 1921, 3.50 p.m. 
My telegram 466.! 
Inter-Allied Military Commission sent to Ismid to enquire into alleged 
excesses committed against persons and property of local Mussulman popu- 


1 This telegram of June 29, not printed, reported that General Franks had arrived at 
Ismid on June 28. 
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lation by Greek troops evacuating district, reports it has brought to light 
numerous cases of murder and atrocities committed by Greek and Armenian 
irregulars with. . .2 partially isolated Greek soldiers. Numerous fires have also 
been started in villages of district and at Ismid. Greek authorities took no 
proper steps to prevent these occurrences and their responsibility 1s established 
beyond question. 

Allied High Commissioners addressed a note to Greek High Commissioner 
urging on him the necessity of preventing a repetition of these excesses. 
They further decided to approach their Governments in present identic 
telegram requesting that, if approved, necessary démarche may be made at 
Athens with a view to preserving Turkish territory occupied by Greeks, and 
in particular town of Brussa from a similar fate in the event of further 
evacuation by Hellenic troops. 

Above is identic telegram sent by allied High Commissioners to their 
respective Governments. 

Repeated to Athens No. gg. 


2 The text is here uncertain. 


No. 284 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received July 6, 12.30 p.m.) 


No. 489 Telegraphic [E 7713/1 /44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, July 5, 1921, 7 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 406.! 

After consulting General Harington I sent Mr. Ryan to see Minister for 
Foreign Affairs on July 4th. He reminded Minister for Foreign Affairs of 
desire expressed by him to put British authorities here in contact with 
persons authorised to speak for Angora? and of wish which he had recently 
expressed to make acquaintance of General Harington. Independently of 
this General Harington had recently heard through British, though entirely 
unofficial, intermediary that Mustafa Kemal would welcome opportunity 
for stating his position to hin, but could not leave Angora. His Majesty’s 
Government having taken Allies fully into their confidence considered that 
meeting between General Harington and Mustafa Kemal would help to 
clear up the situation, and that meetings with subordinates would be useless. 
General Harington could not be expected to go to Angora but he would be 
willing to visit Anatolian port on stated date and receive Mustapha Kemal 
there, object being to hear frank statement of Mustapha Kemal’s views; not 
to negotiate. Mr. Ryan said that neither I nor General Harington wished 
to go behind the back of Central Government and suggested that Minister 


' No. 278. 
2 This had been reported by Mr. Rattigan in his telegram No. 449 of June 23, not printed. 
See also No. 254. 
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for Foreign Affairs should undertake to make the necessary arrangements 
for the meeting. 

General Harington paid private visit to Minister Foreign Affairs later on 
the same day and handed him message for transmission to Mustapha Kemal. 
My immediately following telegram; gives final form of message in trans- 
lation. Minister for Foreign Affairs (? assured) Hamid Bey* who he said 
served practically as liaison with Kemalists and charged him with trans- 
mission of message. It was arranged that messenger bearing it and letter from 
Hamid Bey himself should be sent to Zu[ng]uldak in a British destroyer. 
Messenger left in H.M. ship ‘Speedy’ at mid-night on July 4th. It is hoped 
that answer may be obtained within a couple of days. 

If meeting comes off I propose to accompany General Harington as you 
suggest. I explained the whole business to my French and Italian col- 
leagues on July 4th and find them quite in accord with proposed action. 

I am taking steps to have the Sultan informed of the nature and scope of 
proposed action making it clear that His Majesty’s Government do not in 
any way wish to put him and legitimate Government on one side but are 
striving on the contrary to bring all reasonable elements in the country into 
line with each other; to prevent extremists (whose attitude is equally 
dangerous to prospects of peace and to the interests of Turkey) from dominat- 
ing the situation and in this way promote restoration of settled order of 
things, under Sultan’s high authority 

3 No. 490 of July 5, not printed. In this message, General Harington stated: ‘I am 
authorized to listen to Your Lordship’s [sic] views and to report them to British Government 
for their consideration. I am not empowered to negotiate or speak on behalf of British 


Government but I am authorized to hear any views which you may wish to express.’ 
4 Vice-President of the Red Crescent. 


No. 285 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received Fuly 6, 3 p.m.) 
No. 491 Telegraphic [E 7728/1 /44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, July 5, 1921, 7 p.m. 

My telegram No. 489.! 

Minister for Foreign Affairs asked me last evening to receive Hamid Bey 
Vice President of Red Crescent and principal agent of Angora at Constanti- 
nople. 

Hamid explained to me that Minister for Foreign Affairs had informed 
him that General Harington was prepared to meet Mustapha Kemal. He 
desired me to confirm this. 

I replied that initiative had not come from us but from Angora. 

Mustapha Kemal had caused a message to be given to General Harington 
to the effect that he would be glad to have opportunity to lay certain views 
before him. General Harington and I had consulted together and referred 


1 No. 284. 
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matter to His Majesty’s Government who had now replied that they had no 
objection to General Harington proceeding to a point on Anatolian coast in 
order to listen to anything that Mustapha Kemal might have to say. 

Hamid replied that he would at once inform Mustapha Kemal and was 
sure that he would arrange to meet General Harington unless Greek offen- 
sive prevented him from absenting himself. 

He then went on to say that it was sincere wish of all Turks to come to a 
good understanding with Great Britain, the one real power in Europe. 
Mustapha Kemal and his partisans felt this very strongly but hitherto they 
had despaired of getting fair treatment from Great Britain. 

I replied that Great Britain was equally desirous of effecting a just settle- 
ment and a good understanding with Turkey but that hitherto Kemalists 
(with the one possible exception of Bekir Sami) had shown themselves so 
uncompromising and truculent that there seemed little hope of arriving at a 
settlement. They appeared indeed to have such reliance on their Bolshevik 
friends that they thought they could openly defy the Allies. 

I have conclusive evidence that Kemalists believe British people are so 
tired of war that no matter what the provocation they will not support any 
Government in taking action which might involve a military effort or in- 
creased taxation. I therefore said to Hamid Bey that as he was no doubt 
aware British people were averse from any such action until they had real 
proof that Kemalists were impossible to deal with, and that their demands 
implied surrender of vital British interests. If Kemalists therefore were so 
foolish as to afford this proof they would find Great Britain united in deter- 
mination to suppress them. If they were wise they would limit their demands 
to what was strictly reasonable. If they did so I was sure they would find 
His Majesty’s Government very ready to give them a fair hearing. 

I said that if 1 were Kemal I would ask myself which was the best course :— 


1. Rely on Bolsheviks to obtain full maximum of my demands in defiance 
of the Allies. 

2. Attempt to arrive at settlement with the Allies on basis of acceptance 
of all that was reasonable. 


To adopt former course I would have to be convinced of two things. 


(a) That Bolsheviks really are strongest side. 
(b) Accepting this very unlikely hypothesis, would I be able to free 
myself from Bolshevik domination once I had obtained what I wanted. 


I could not believe that any reasonable man could answer both these 
questions in a favourable sense. 

Therefore it seemed to me the only possible course was agreement with 
Allies. 

Hamid Bey appeared considerably impressed, but said feeling of patriotism 
was so intense in Anatolia that Angora Government could not modify their 
demands even if they themselves wished to do so. 

I said that Governments often took this view but that in practice desire 
for peace and normal conditions was so intense that any Government that 
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could say to the people ‘we can give you peace coupled with attainment of 
majority of our wishes’ could count upon strong support and need not be in 
the least afraid of discontent at failure to obtain maximum.? 

Hamid Bey then went on to explain how moderate and just Kemalist 
demands were. Briefly they are those of national pact.3 Hamid Bey talked 
as if he were able to speak for Angora. I will comment upon this part of our 
conversation in a further telegram.‘ 

2 In his telegram No. 427 of July 9 to Mr. Rattigan, Lord Curzon replied : ‘Your language 


approved.’ 
3 See No. 91. 4 See No. 288, below. 


No. 286 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir M. Cheetham' (Paris) and to Sir 
G. Buchanan (Rome) 


No. 3707 Telegraphic [E 7550/143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, July 5, 1921, 9 p.m. 


Constantinople telegram No. 4723 and my telegram to Athens No. 204.4 

Please ask Government to which you are accredited to instruct their 
representatives at Athens to join Lord Granville in protest to Greek Govern- 
ment.5 

Addressed to Paris No. 370 and Rome. 

Repeated to Athens No. 205 and Constantinople No. 415. 

' Chargé d’Affaires at Paris from July 4 to 28. 

2 No. 370 to Paris, No. 288 to Rome. 

3 In this telegram of July 1, Mr. Rattigan stated: ‘General Franks reports that Greek 
troops retreating towards Yalova are burning all villages in coastal area.’ 

4 This telegram of July 5 instructed Lord Granville to inform the Greek Government of 
the substance of Constantinople telegram No. 472 and to ‘protest strongly on behalf of His 
Majesty’s Government against the conduct of Greek troops.’ In his telegram No. 384 of 
July 7, Lord Granville reported that he had taken action. 

5 In his telegram No. 483 of July 14, Sir M. Cheetham reported that the French Chargé 
d’Affaires at Athens had been instructed in the sense of this telegram. Sir G. Buchanan, in 
his telegram No. 294 of July 14, reported that the Italian Minister at Athens had been 
instructed to associate with his allied colleagues in protest to the Greek Government. 


No. 287 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) 
No. 418 Telegraphic [E 7622/1 /44] 
Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, July 6, 1921, 5 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 482 (of 4th July).' 
The main object of impending interview being to hear what Mustafa 
Kemal desires to say and in no way to enter upon negotiations, no specific 


instructions appear called for. 
| ™ No. 280. 
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Reason for your accompanying the General Officer Commanding is that 
in political conversations you will be more au courant than Sir C. Harington. 
But your role should be similar to his, viz., merely to hear what the Turk has 
to say. 

You may, however, express indignation of His Majesty’s Government at 
Angora Government’s behaviour over prisoners.” 


2 See No. 279. 


No. 288 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received July 8, 4 p.m.) 


No. 493 Telegraphic [E 7849/1 /44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, July 6, 1921, 5.30 p.m. 


Some days ago Minister for Foreign Affairs when discussing Turkish 
aspirations with me said that if I liked he would give me a memorandum 
embodying what he knew to be Kemalist demands. He has now sent me 
secret memorandum setting forth demands in detail. I am sending copies by 
bag’ but meanwhile following are chief points :— 

Turkey to have the whole of Asia Minor regard being had to natural . . .? 
and Turkish and Kurdish majority. Turkey to include natural and necessary 
hinterland of Constantinople i.e. to be bounded by lower (? Caucasus)3 and 
to include Adrianople. 

Freedom of Straits to be accepted subject to conditions necessary for 
security of capital; necessary conditions to be determined by experts on both 
sides. Minorities to be safeguarded by stipulation similar to those of treaties 
with European states. 

Economic capitulations to be suppressed. Turkey to establish her own 
budget with power on part of Financial Commission to guard against anything 
in budget at variance with treaty stipulation regarding payment of debt. 
Financial question as a whole might easily be settled by a commission of 
experts not . . .4 capitulatory régime. Conscription to be maintained for 
financial reasons for army and at least half of gendarmerie. Authorised 
strength of army to be increased having regard to extended frontiers and 
geographical and ethnographical character of country; situation of Turkey in 
the matter of limitation of armed forces being peculiarly delicate in view of 
Greek menace in the west and Bolshevik activities in the east. Limitation 
should, in the general interest, be postponed pending settlement of question 
of general disarmament. 


! In Constantinople despatch No. 651 of July 6, not printed. 

2 ‘limites naturelles’ in the Memorandum. 

3 ‘Maritza inférieure’ in the Memorandum. 

4 The text is here uncertain. The Memorandum reads: ‘qui ne seraient pas imbus de 
Vidée du régime capitulaire’. 
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Turkey would be prepared in return for above to bind herself formally 
vis-a-vis mandatory powers of Arabia to refrain from anything contrary to 
their interests in neighbouring countries and indeed to give those Powers 
moral and material assistance in their task provided that such assistance 
involved nothing inconsistent with fundamental interest of Islam and 
Moslem susceptibilities. 

Preamble to statement of above conditions recalls promise of ‘Europe’ to 
create independent Turkey . . .5 existing within her ethnographical frontiers 
with Constantinople as the capital. Conditions are formulated as being 
necessary for practical fulfilment of this promise; and as being calculated to 
do away with present duality in Turkey or at any rate to have the immediate 
effect of bringing all the good elements in the country together with that 
object; and as being the only means of establishing durable peace in the East. 

I received memorandum® without comment saying merely that I would 
transmit it to Your Lordship for your information. 

Izzet Pasha asked that matter might be treated as strictly secret, as, 
though he knew terms to be correct, he was not authorised to state them on 
behalf of Angora. 

Above corresponds in general (but with certain differences which will not 
escape Your Lordship’s attention) with statement of Nationalist designs put 
forward by Hamid Bey who informed me in the course of the interview 
reported in my telegram No. 4917 that Kemalists demanded: 


1. Smyrna and Eastern Thrace and in fact all territories where popu- 
lation is mainly Turkish or Kurd. 
2. Abrogation of capitulations including judicial. 
3. Removal of all such financial control as would be incompatible with 
sovereign rights of independence of the state. 
4. Protection of Constantinople . . .8 are neutralized. 


He did not mention military demands. I pointed out that these were 
more terms of victor than of vanquished. 
Hamid replied that it was only question of finding right formulas. 


5 The text is here uncertain. The Memorandum reads: ‘capable de vivre’. 
6 On July 4. 7 No. 285. 8 The text is here uncertain. 


No. 289 
Lord Granville (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewed July 7, 11.30 a.m.) 
No. 381 Telegraphic (E 7757/143/44] 

ATHENS, July 6, 1921, 6.45 p.m. 

Constantinople telegram No. 472.! 
I presume that General Franks had evidence that burning of villages 
was done by Greek troops and was wanton destruction. But it should be 

' See No. 286, n. 3. 
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remembered that during Greek retirement from Eskishehr in March and 
April, 3rd Division and probably others were fired at from practically every 
village near the line of march and that several villages on the road were set 
on fire by Turkish inhabitants to make road impassable. 

I would point out that repeated use of word ‘retreat’ for movement of 
11th Division from Ismid to Yalova gives a wrong impression; this movement 
was part of Greek scheme of concentration and was planned and communi- 
cated to Commander-in-Chief Constantinople some weeks ago.? 

Failure of 47th regiment which was to relieve 11th Division to hold Ismid 
was an unfortunate incident which Greek High Command probably 
rightly did not allow to turn it from its plan. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


2 See Nos. 174 and 194. 


No. 290 


Sir M. Cheetham (Paris) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received Fuly 7, 10.30 a.m.) 
No. 460 Telegraphic: by bag [E 7731/1 /44] 
PARIS, July 6, 1921 

Lord Hardinge’s telegram No. 432 of June 29th! and previous correspon- 
dence. 

Nihad Reshad Bey,? assistant of Bekir Sami, has given interview to press 
of which chief points are as follows :— 

Nationalist Turkey has never rejected Franco-Turkish agreement of 
March.3 On return to Angora Bekir Sami submitted it to Council of Mini- 
sters who, after careful study of contents, accepted it in principle; but certain 
‘modalités’ involved therein roused such serious objection that Ministers, 
fearing total rejection of agreement by Assembly, decided not to present it 
to the latter who (contrary to false news spread abroad) have never discussed 
it at all. In accordance with views of majority in Council of Ministers, 
counter-proposals were drafted for submission as promptly as possible to 
French Government.* Bekir Sami thereupon resigned’ because he could 
not, as original author of agreement, countersign the proposed modifi- 
cations nor undertake to present them to Monsieur Briand himself. Angora 
Government, desiring above all to conclude agreement with France, then 
adopted following procedure: Munir Bey*® to be instructed to present new 
draft to the ‘immediate representative of France in Asia Minor’—General 
Gouraud, for communication to Paris; Bekir Sami to go back to Europe to 


1 Not printed. It reported Bekir Sami’s interview with the press on June 29. 
2 See No. 161, n. 5. 3 See No. 56, n. 3. 4 See No. 160. 
5 See Nos. 169, 172, and 185. 

6 Legal Adviser to the Nationalist Government at Angora. 
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‘engage conversations on new basis’. Only an agreement thus modified 
would be presented to Assembly. 

According to press the French Government did receive the counter- 
proposals? through Munir Bey and General Gouraud, and are in a position 
to negotiate with Bekir Sami whose visit to Paris® for this special purpose 
proves desire of Nationalists to arrive at a settlement. Counter-proposals 
are :— 

1. Economic: definite French zone of influence is unacceptable as it 
might easily become political, but Angora, far from rejecting all economic 
collaboration with France, proposes to concede throughout Turkey widest 
field for French enterprise, capital, industry, commerce and technical experts 
for work of regeneration and peace which should begin in Near East as soon 
as possible. 

2. Gendarmerie: when Turkey recovers sovereignty over Cilicia, she 
alone should have initiative for organisation of gendarmerie there, whereas 
London agreement? provided for France leaving the existing gendarmerie on 
withdrawing herself; but nationalists would like to have French officers and 
instructors for gendarmerie throughout Turkey. 

3. Turco-Syrian frontier: Angora asks for rectification of line drawn in 
London so as to respect principle of nationalities, satisfy Turkish claims, and 
guarantee economic benefits to both parties. 

Once agreement of principle is reached in these questions, which cannot 
fail to come about, ‘all other small difficulties’ such as prisoners will probably 
be overcome. 


7 See No. 196. 8 See No. 228, n. 2. 


No. 291 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewved Fuly 7, 6.30 p.m.) 


No. 495 Telegraphic [E 7808/1 /44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, july 7, 1921, 2.5 p.m. 


Reply! has now been received from Mustapha Kemal. Statement polite 
but uncompromising in tone and thoroughly unsatisfactory. 

Mustapha Kemal begins by laying stress on alleged fact that it is General 
Harington who has taken the initiative in requesting an interview through 
Major Henry. Kemal accepts this ‘invitation’ to enter into pourparlers ‘on 
basis proposed by Major Henry to Refet Pasha’. National demands are 
known to General Harington. They are complete liberation of national 
territory and entire independence, political, financial, economic, military, 
juridical and educational. Provided that these claims are recognised Angora 
Government are prepared to enter into negotiations. They are of opinion 
that interview should take place on land at Inebolli. 


1 1.e. to General Harington’s message. See No. 284, n. 3. 
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Mustapha Kemal requests reply which will inform him as to whether there 
exists or not reasonable identity of views between him and General Harington 
on these points. If General Harington’s desire is merely to initiate exchange 
of views on situation, Mustapha Kemal will appoint one of his colleagues 
for this purpose.” 

It is clear that my apprehensions—which were shared by General Haring- 


ton—as to Major Henry’s having exceeded his instructions? have been 
realised. 

There had apparently been a previous case some weeks ago of a subordi- 
nate officer taking it upon himself to try and arrange meeting of this kind and 
he seems to have said that he was authorised by ‘highest British authority’ 
in Constantinople to speak in this sense. Neither I nor General Officer 
Commanding had the slightest knowledge of incident and have never 
authorised anyone to take action of this sort. General Officer Commanding 
is, I understand, dealing appropriately with officer in question. 

In view of all this and unsatisfactory tone of reply, I propose to call on 
Minister for Foreign Affairs this afternoon and inform him that there is 
evidently complete misunderstanding: nobody has ever been authorised by 
myself or General Harington to ask for interview with Mustapha Kemal. 
We had been informed that latter wished to lay his views before General 
Harington and had agreed that General Harington should receive Mustapha 
Kemal on board British man-of-war for this purpose. 

In any case such a recognition of principle as is demanded in Angora note 
is quite out of the question and we therefore regard incident as definitely 


2 The substance of Mustafa Kemal’s reply was telegraphed at 9 p.m. on July 9 by the 
Foreign Office to Lord Hardinge (No. 382) and Sir G. Buchanan (No. 295) with instructions 
that they should inform the French and Italian Governments respectively. The telegram 
ended: ‘H.M.G. have not yet decided whether it is desirable to send a reply to Mustapha 
Kemal as to untenable character of his proposal, viewed as whole, and before doing so 
would like to consult French/Italian Govts. It may be that Mustapha Kemal is either play- 
ing for time, or trying it on, or seeking to produce discord between the Allies.’ As will be 
seen, however, from No. 292, Mr. Rattigan had already delivered a reply to Hamid Bey 
on the evening of July 7 and in his telegram No. 510 of July 9 reported as follows: ‘I com- 
municated reply of Mustapha Kemal to French and Italian High Commissioners and 
explained action I had felt obliged to take. 

‘Latter said that he entirely approved not only on his own account but wished to convey 
to me official approval of his Government. French High Commissioner associated himself 
therewith. 

‘Both said that they were convinced it was essential to show Angora that their demand 
was so preposterous that it should be refused out of hand.’ 

3 See No. 247, n. 1. 

4 No document in the Foreign Office archives has been traced which would suggest that 
General Harington and Mr. Rattigan had these particular apprehensions before they 
received Mustafa Kemal’s reply on the night of July 6. In his telegram No. 543 of July 7 
to the War Office, General Harington stated: ‘Last night reply was received from Mustapha 
Kemal which was not forwarded to you. Evidently that [sic] Major Henry (? probably) to 
further his business interests, exceeded my instructions which were to find out about our 
prisoners and any information Mustapha Kemal would disclose of his intentions and to 
make it quite clear that Mustapha Kemal must come forward if he wanted to approach. 
Instead of this he appears to have given the opposite impression. .. .’ 
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closed. I shall take opportunity to repeat, in accepting what we believed to 
be invitation from Mustapha Kemal, that we were doing so quite openly 
and in no way behind the backs of our allies. 

Owing to fact that what we particularly desired to avoid, viz., impression 
that we were courting Angora, has undoubtedly been created in Nationalist 
circles by action of unauthorised persons, I think that it is absolutely essen- 
tial that we should lose no time in dispelling this illusion. I trust therefore 
that Your Lordship will approve of my giving an immediate reply to Minister 
for Foreign Affairs on lines proposed above without waiting for instructions. 


No. 292 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewved Fuly 10, 12.35 p.m.) 


No. 499 Telegraphic [E 7866/1 | 44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, July 8, 1921 

My telegram No. 495.! 

I called on Minister for Foreign Affairs last evening and delivered reply 
to message from Angora. Hamid Bey was present. 

I pointed out in first place Angora was evidently under misapprehension 
as Mustapha Kemal went out of his way to give modified assent to an alleged 
request on our part for an interview. This was not a fact. We had received 
a message through Major Henry, that Mustapha Kemal wished to see 
General Harington. His Majesty’s Government after informing allied 
Governments had decided to authorize General Harington to listen to what 
Mustapha Kemal might have to say. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs replied that this point was of little importance. 
I observed that Mustapha Kemal did not appear to think so as he laid great 
stress on alleged invitation from us. However it was true that discussion of 
point was merely academic, as in view of preposterous demand that we 
should recognize in principle Turkish claims to complete independence 
within their national frontiers before entering into any pourparlers we could 
proceed no further in the matter. I added that Kemalists appeared to have 
taken leave of their senses in formulating such a demand. Minister for 
Foreign Affairs turned to Hamid Bey with the remark ‘you see I told you it 
was a piece of childish folly. How could a great Power accept such a thing’ 
I then observed that we had not in any case contemplated entering into 
pourparlers, but His Majesty’s Government had merely authorized General 
Harington to hear what Mustapha Kemal might have to say. 

Hamid Bey, after expressing his sincere regret that projected interview 
must now be regarded as abandoned, then withdrew. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs asked me if I would authorize him to press 
Mustapha Kemal to reopen matters. 


™ No. 291. 
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I said that as far as we were concerned incident must be regarded as closed. 
Apart from misunderstanding as to initiative in the matter, basis proposed 
was out of the question. If Kemal completely changed his attitude His 
Majesty’s Government might reconsider the matter. But present reply 
could not have failed to make a very bad impression on them. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs said he would exert all possible influence at 
Angora to make Mustapha Kemal understand folly of putting forward such 
preposterous demand. He added ‘I am very discouraged but not yet in 
despair’. 

I think that there can be no doubt that Enver? and Committee of Union 
and Progress? are gradually taking command of situation at Angora and that 
Kemalist Government must be (?regarded as) (?entirely) in the hands of 
Bolsheviks. 

From extracts of secret report on Third International, sent by last bag,3 
Your Lordship will see what are Bolshevik plans .. .* Anatolia for furthering 
their designs against Great Britain. 


2 See No. 12, n. 7. 
3 Transmitted in Constantinople despatch No. 652 of July 6, not printed. 
4 The text is here uncertain. 


No. 293 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) 
No. 426 Telegraphic (E 7808/1 |44| 


Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, July 8, 1921, 5 p.m. 


Question raised by reply of Mustapha Kemal is really one for Cabinet 
decision and ought not to be prejudged by local action. 

While approving of that part of your telegram No. 495 (of July 7th)! 
which contemplated informing Minister for Foreign Affairs of complete 
misunderstanding that has occurred, I think it would have been well if your 
statement had been confined to that, and I should not like at this stage to 
commit His Majesty’s Government definitely to pronouncement of policy 
with which you appear to have accompanied it. I would prefer that no 
reply be sent to Mustapha Kemal until further instructions have been 
received from me. 

1 No. 291. 
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No. 294 


Mr. Rattigan Con eaatuld 4 to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recetved July 10, 2.30 p.m.) 
No. 506 Telegraphic (E 7872/143/44) 
CONSTANTINOPLE, July 8, 1921, 8.30 p.m. 

My telegram No. 499' and your telegram No. 423.2 

Admiral de Robeck informed me last night that, in view of tone of Angora 
reply, he was not now in favour of tightening our neutrality as against 
Greeks. 

I requested Admiral de Robeck and General Harington to discuss this 
question to-day. We have now examined the situation carefully and are 
unanimously of opinion that it would be inadvisable, in present circum- 
stances, to put into force measures proposed against continued utilization 
of Constantinople by Greeks. 

My chief reason for agreeing to military suggestion (reported in my 
telegram No. 483)3 for immediate enforcement of these measures was 
apprehension that continued use of port by Greeks might afford pretext to 
Kemalists for advance against Constantinople. 

But General Officer Commanding is of opinion that Kemalists could not 
(?contemplate) such a move until they (?have dealt with) Greek offensive 
and that, pretext or no pretext, they will come for Constantinople as soon as 
they have nothing further to fear from Greeks. 

Angora reply does reveal practically hopeless outlook as regards possibility 
of arriving at any settlement with Kemalists. I am not of opinion that this 
reply is either bluff or first step in Turkish bargaining. I believe it expresses 
definite determination of Kemalists to achieve their full demands. It 
further proves that extremists—whether C.U.P.4 or not—hold the reins. 
This being so I do not believe anything short of complete capitulation by 
us will be considered by Angora. I place but little hope in the result of 
counsels of moderation which Minister for Foreign Affairs has promised to 
give Mustaplia Kemal.’ 

Admiral de Robeck anticipates transport of Russian troops into Anatolia 
across the Black Sea and holds that for this reason, if for no other, it is 
essential to allow Greek warships to continue where they are. General 
Officer Commanding concurs in this. 

In view of these military and naval representations consequent upon 
changed situation I propose to suspend taking action on your telegram No. 
4233 pending further instructions.® 

Repeated to Athens No. 1o1. 


t No. 292. 2 No. 281, n. 3. 3 No. 281. 4 See No. 12, n. 7. 
S See No. 273. 
6 Lord Curzon replied (telegram No. 437 of July 12): ‘Your action approved.’ 
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No. 295 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received Fuly 11, 10 p.m.) 
No. 508 Telegraphic [E 7873]201 |44] 
Secret CONSTANTINOPLE, July 9, 1921, 8 p.m. 


Allied High Commissioners here have repeatedly pressed Ottoman 
Government to agree to re-introduce ad valorem duties but latter has 
hitherto refused (please see my despatch No. 577 of June r1th).! There 
would be no objection to United States High Commissioner associating 
himself in any further representations or in approaching Turkish Government 
in support of those already made.? 

United States High Commissioner here has consistently opposed con- 
sumption taxes on account of their incidence on petroleum.3 In my opinion 
this opposition is unjustifiable since tax is paid by consumer and import of 
petroleum has not been affected. It is quite untrue to speak of friction, and 
still more so great friction, since difference of opinion in regard to consump- 
tion tax, though decided, has never been other than correct and courteous 
on both sides.4 Suggestion that allies used their position for their own 
interests is sheer libel.5 On the contrary United States Government reap 
here all the benefits of being an associated Government of victorious Powers 
and of their independent position in not being a party to treaty of Sévres. 

Addition of percentage to ad valorem duties would not directly benefit 
Ottoman Government in cash since any increase in customs dues over 8% is 
earmarked for service of public debt. Indirectly however by reducing debt 
charges it would prove profitable to Government. 

I understand United States High Commissioner has in the meantime ten- 
tatively proposed that if tax on petroleum be reduced from 3 to 14 piastres 
per kilogram he would be prepared to recommend to his Government return 
to 11% ad valorem.‘ 

In opinion of Sir A. Block this system would be more satisfactory than 
raising tariff in return for complete abolition of consumption taxes result of 
which would merely benefit American petroleum at expense of other im- 
ported goods. 


t Not printed. This transmitted to the Foreign Office a copy of a Joint Allied Note of 
June 3, urging the Turkish Government to return to the 11% ad valorem duties. See also 
No. 197. 

2 This refers to Lord Curzon’s telegram No. 383 of June 22, not printed, which ran: 
‘I am informed most secretly United States Government have been urged to press for 
concerted action by the Allies and America vis-d-vis the Ottoman Government for the 
immediate return to the 11% ad valorem tax.’ 

3 See No. 147. 

4 Cf. F.R.U.S. 1921, vol. ii, pp. 890-915. 

Ss In his telegram No. 383 (see n. 2) Lord Curzon had stated: ‘It has been represented to 
the United States Government that great friction exists between the Allied and American 
authorities at Constantinople and that the former use their paramount position wholly in 
their own interests.’ 
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No. 296 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recetved July 10, 7 p.m.) 


No. 511 Telegraphic [E 7875/1 /44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, July 9, 1921, 8 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 426.! 

Your Lordship will see from my telegram No. 499? that I confined myself 
to informing Minister for Foreign Affairs that His Majesty’s Government 
could not possibly agree to basis proposed by Mustapha Kemal, viz. previous 
recognition of principle of complete liberation of national territory and that 
of entire political, financial, economic, military, juridical, and educational 
independence. 

I made no declaration of policy beyond this and assured Minister for 
Foreign Affairs that Great Britain was as anxious as ever to effect a fair 
settlement with Turkey. 

I much regret if I went too far in rejecting demand for such recognition of 
principle without waiting for instructions. I thought I might assume from 
previous declarations of policy by His Majesty’s Government that they could 
not possibly agree to it. But as Your Lordship will see I told Minister for 
Foreign Affairs that question might be re-opened if Kemal’s attitude were 
changed. 

I would add that I consulted Admiral de Robeck and General Harington 
and both agree that it was most advisable to reject at once what appeared to 
us to be a preposterous demand. 

At the same time I informed Minister for Foreign Affairs that it was merely 
in order to save time in dispelling illusions that I had decided to inform him 
that demand in question was entirely unacceptable, without awaiting 
instructions from you. 


1 No. 293. 2 No. 292. 
3 It would seem that no reply was sent by Lord Curzon to this communication. 


No. 297 


Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to Sir Eyre Crowe 
(Received Fuly 11, 12 noon) 


Unnumbered Telegraphic [E 8091/143/144]| 


Private ROME, July 10, 1921, 2.30 p.m. 
My telegrams Nos. 281,' 83, 84, 85 and 86.2 
Language held to me by President of the Council and Minister for Foreign 
Affairs seems indication for us on part of new Government to collaborate 
1 In this telegram of July 7, not printed, Sir G. Buchanan reported a conversation with 
the new President of the Council, Signor Bonomi, who had accepted office on July 1. 
2 In telegram Nos. 285 of July 9 and Nos. 283, 284, and 286 of July 10, not printed, 


Sir G. Buchanan reported a conversation with the new Minister for Foreign Affairs, Marchese 
della Torretta. 
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closely and loyally with us on all questions. Former impress. . .3 me as one.. .3 
Italians I have yet met and will, I think, prove persona grata both with Lord 
Curzon and Prime Minister. Latter evidently wishes to efface past and make 
a fresh start. He will, however, have to count with Nationalists who are 
anything but well-disposed towards us, while Italian public opinion will 
resent anything that can be construed as a further renunciation of Italian 
interests. His position will thus be a difficult one and he asks for some assur- 
ance that we will, in return for his promised collaboration, support him 
in safeguarding those interests.* I quite realise that it would be difficult to 
give such an assurance, (? but it) would be a pity to discourage him at the 
outset by a direct refusal. I would (? therefore) venture to suggest that I be 
instructed to give him some encouraging and appreciative message together 
with assurance that Lord Curzon will be happy to discuss with him all 
outstanding questions when they meet at next meeting of Supreme Council. 
We may not again have so favourable an opportunity of placing our relations 
with Italian Government on a satisfactory footing. 


3 The text is here uncertain. 

4 In his telegram No. 286 of July 10, Sir G. Buchanan reported Marchese della Torretta’s 
statement as follows: ‘Italian public, with whom he had to count, had not forgotten that at 
St. Jean de Maurienne Smyrna had been promised to Italy and considered that Italy had 
come off rather badly in Asia Minor. He had no wish to rake up the past but he would 
never be forgiven were he to sacrifice economic privileges which Italy had acquired under 
tripartite agreement.’ 


No. 298 


Sir M. Cheetham (Paris) to M. Briand 


[EZ 7901 /1/44]' 
PARIS, July 10, 1921 
Monsieur le Président du Conseil, 

It will be within Your Excellency’s recollection that His Majesty’s Princi- 
pal Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, in the course of his recent conver- 
sations in Paris? with Your Excellency and the Italian Ambassador,emphasised 
the supreme importance of the French, Italian and British Governments 
acting together as regards Eastern affairs and conducting negotiations with 
the Greeks and Turks in common; and that Lord Curzon referred to and 
deplored the separate agreements concluded in March last by the French and 
Italian Governments with the Turkish Nationalist representative Bekir 
Sami Bey, who was at that time in London.? 

Since these conversations, Bekir Sami Bey has visited Rome and arrived in 
Paris,* where he still remains, although it is not quite clear, in view of his 


™ A copy of this Note, which was based upon instructions contained in Foreign Office 
telegram No. 383 to Paris of July 9, not printed, was transmitted to the Foreign Office in 
Sir M. Cheetham’s despatch No. 2002 of July 10, not printed. 

2 For these, see Vol. XV, Chap. V. 3 See No. 56, n. 3 and No. 60, n. 4. 

4 See No. 244, n. 1, No. 228, n. 2, and No. 290. 
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resignation from the Kemalist Cabinet, whether he possesses the necessary 
authority to negotiate on behalf of the Angora Government. No official 
information, however, has been conveyed to His Majesty’s Government in 
regard to the conversation between Your Excellency and Bekir Sami, apart 
from the statement made by Your Excellency to His Majesty’s Ambassador 
on the Ist instant regarding Bekir Sami’s assurance that the Kemalists had 
no intention of attacking Constantinople.’ Lord Curzon is therefore unaware 
of what has actually passed in this respect, but has naturally followed with 
much interest the various reports which have from time to time appeared in 
the press regarding the conversations in progress and the demands put 
forward by the Turkish delegates. His Lordship fully realises that such press 
reports may contain entirely false or deliberately misleading accounts of 
what has passed, and that Your Excellency may consider it desirable—for 
the reasons stated in the letter to Lord Hardinge dated June 29th®'—to 
abstain from any public correction or amplification of the published reports; 
but in the absence of any authoritative communication to His Majesty’s 
Government on the subject, he desires me to invite Your Excellency’s atten- 
tion in particular to the following points. 

The Turkish delegates are apparently seeking to create the impression 
that the French Government are negotiating with Angora through Bekir 
Sami on the basis of counter-proposals formulated by the latter, which 
include inter alia offers to France of (a) concessions for the economic and 
industrial development of Turkey, and (b) the organisation of the gen- 
darmerie throughout Turkey under French officers and instructors. 

The arrangements contemplated under (a) appear to Lord Curzon to be 
at variance with the Tripartite Agreement between France, Italy and 
Turkey signed at Sévres on August roth, 1920.7 It was, it is true, agreed 
during his recent conversations’ with Your Excellency and the Italian 
Ambassador that an attempt should be made to suppress the letter of that 
Agreement while finding some formula for the preservation of its substance; 
but Lord Curzon is unable to see how the present proposals, which if accu- 
rately described apparently secure to France an economic priority over the 
whole of Turkey, can be reconciled with the assurances given by Your 
Excellency to the Italian Ambassador, namely that Italian economic rights 
would in no case be jeopardised. 

As regards (b), the effect of the proposed arrangements would apparently 
be to exclude any but French officers from the organisation of the gendar- 
meric, and thus to prejudice the decisions? of the Military Commission 


$’ This had been reported by Lord Hardinge to the Foreign Office in his telegram 
No. 440 of July 1, not printed. 

6 Not printed. 7 See No. 17, n. 4. 8 See Vol. XV, Chap. V. 

9 See No. 25, nn. 5 and 6. These ‘decisions’ had yet to be taken. The British Government 
had proposed at the end of October 1920 that the French and Italians should control and 
organize the Turkish gendarmerie in the economic spheres allotted to them by the Tripartite 
Agreement and that the British should perform these functions in North-West Anatolia 
(see Vol. XIII, No. 167). The French and Italian Governments, however, had proposed 
that North-West Anatolia should be divided into a British, French, and Italian zone. This 
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regarding the distribution and proportion of foreign officers to be employed. 
Lord Curzon is of course mindful of the fact that by agreement between the 
Allied Governments a French officer is to head the Military Sub-Commission 
on Gendarmerie;'° but in his view this fact does not in any way derogate from 
the superior authority of the main Military Commission to which the French 
officer in question will be responsible, nor would it justify this apparent 
disregard of the provisions of the Treaty of Sévres. 

For the reasons stated above Lord Curzon is loath to believe that the 
published reports regarding these negotiations represent the real intentions 
of the French Government—the more so as they would, if true, be in striking 
contrast to the policy of absolute candour and loyalty towards their Allies 
which His Majesty’s Government have pursued in respect of the projected 
interview between General Harington and Mustapha Kemal.!! Lord Curzon 
therefore feels confident that Your Excellency, who has so frequently in- 
sisted on the supreme importance of complete inter-Allied solidarity, may 
be willing to let me know what truth there is in the above-mentioned press 
reports, so that all possibility of misunderstanding may be removed. 

I have &c., 
MILNE CHEETHAM 


proposal] had been accepted, it being agreed that the division of the region should be made 
by the Military Commission. No further decisions had been reached. 

10 See No. 245. 

1T See Nos. 253, 280, and No. 291, n. 2. 


No. 299 


Lord Granville (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedlesion 
(Received July 12, 10.30 a.m.) 


No. 393 Telegraphic [E 7969/143/44] 


ATHENS, July 11, 1921, 9 p.m. 


Minister for Foreign Affairs asks me to officially! request His Majesty’s 
Government to supply Greek navy with 8,000 tons of coal a month for 
duration of hostilities; value to be added to Greek debt to His Majesty’s 
Government or to be treated as a special debt as His Majesty’s Government 
prefer. 

Repeated to Constantinople for Naval Commander-in-Chief. 


' In his telegram No. 390 of July 11, not printed, Lord Granville had reported that the 
request had first been made unofficially by the Greek Ministry of Marine to the acting Head 
of the British Naval Mission, Admiral Chetwode. He had added: ‘In view of Naval Com- 
mander-in-Chief’s opinion quoted in Constantinople telegram No. 506 [i.e. No. 294] as to 
the importance of Greek Naval action would it not be possible to grant this request?’ In his 
telegram No. 226 of July 25, Lord Curzon replied: ‘You should inform Greek Government 
that His Majesty’s Government regret that no Admiralty stocks are available and that coal 
must be purchased in ordinary way.’ 
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No. 300 


Lord Granville (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received July 12, 10.50 a.m.) 
No. 397 Telegraphtc |E 7975/143/44] 
Confidential ATHENS, July 11, 1921, 9 p.m. 
Minister for Foreign Affairs informs me in great confidence that he has 
instructed Chargé d’ Affaires in London to inform His Majesty’s Government 
that a division from Thrace will be concentrated within twenty days at the 


most at Lule Burgas and that Greek Government will gladly put these 


troops under the orders of British Commander-in-Chief if His Majesty’s 
Government will accept them. 


Repeated to Constantinople for Commander-in-Chief. 


No. 301 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recetved Fuly 18) 
No. 662 [E 8223/143/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, July 11, 1921 
My Lord, 
With reference to my telegram No 483 of the 4th instant,’ I have the 
honour to transmit herewith copies of the questionnaire drawn up by 
General Harington in regard to the ultimate policy of the Allied Govern- 
ments should the Kemalists advance upon Constantinople. 
2. Copies have been sent to the French and Italian High Commissioners 
for transmission to their respective Governments. 
I have, &c., 


FRANK RATTIGAN 
t No. 281. 


ENCLOsuURE IN No. 301 
General Harington to Mr. Rattigan 


GENERAL HEADQUARTERS, 

Secret BRITISH ARMY IN CONSTANTINOPLE, July 9, 1921 
Your Excellency, 

In continuance of the views which I expressed to the High Commissioners 
on the 4th instant, I am putting forward to you, for consultation with your 
colleagues, a request that I may, as commander-in-chief of the Allied military 
forces, be given an indication of the policy which the Allied Governments 
intend to pursue in the event of a serious threat to Constantinople. I am 
concerned with and responsible for the security of the troops entrusted to my 
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command, and in justice to them and to me I would respectfully submit that 
I should be given some guidance. 

Although the military situation is at the moment more steady, and the 
Nationalists at Ismid show no sign of advancing to break the line of neutrality, 
yet one must always reckon with the fact that a situation might arise whereby 
the Greeks were defeated or withdrew, and the Nationalists might develop 
the policy, so often reiterated from Angora, of driving all Allied soldiers off 
Turkish soil, urged on, as they would be, by the Bolsheviks. 

I have, in conjunction with my military colleagues of France and Italy, 
considered the situation closely, and I have made such dispositions as I 
think necessary to meet an attack on the Ismid peninsula, and for dealing 
with such outbreaks as might be expected to occur at the same time in and 
around Constantinople. Broadly speaking, assuming the Greeks were 
defeated or withdrawn, the course open to the Nationalists would be— 


(a) To advance on Constantinople from Ismid; 
(6) To advance on the Dardanelles via Brusa; or 
(c) Both the above together. 


Either course would be simultaneous with a certain amount of internal 
trouble in Constantinople. 

I understand that it is the policy of the Allied Governments that in the 
event of the Nationalists entering the neutral zone I am to resist their advance 
with all means at my disposal. 

I wish to make it quite clear— 


1. That I have not sufficient troops to deal with both (a) and (6d) at the 
same time. 

2. That I would only be able to oppose (a) for a limited period of time. 

3. Once engaged in opposing (a) it will be impossible for me to oppose (d). 

4. That I have only sufficient troops to oppose (5) in a minor degree. 


Before, therefore, committing the Allied troops to combating the situation 
depicted at (a), it seems essential that I should know whether— 


1, The Allied Governments intend me to deal with (a) or (5) above. 
2. The Allied Governments will reinforce me, and, if so, to what extent 
and at what stage? 


It must always be remembered that, once engaged, the withdrawal of the 
Allied forces under my command, or a change of policy from (a) to (d), 
would be a very difficult operation, and would certainly have very scrious 
consequences for the lives and properties of Christian inhabitants in Con- 
stantinople. 

The extent to which either Constantinople or the Dardanelles position 
could be held must depend on the situation. If the Greeks were out of the 
field, and the whole weight of Turkey was thrown against the Allies, it would 
only be possible to hold the above positions as rearguard actions, unless 
reinforcements of considerable strength were available. 
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I am well aware that under present circumstances, owing to the uncer- 
tainty of the Greek offensive and other matters, it may be difficult for the 
Allied Governments to give me any guidance, but I ask that the matter 
may be seriously considered, and that arrangements be made to give me 
definite instructions without delay should the situation develop quickly. 

C. H. Harinctron, Lieutenant-General, 
Allted Commander-in-Chief.. 


No. 302 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 
No. 304 Telegraphic [E 8091 /143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, July 12, 1921, 10.15 p.m. 


Your private telegram tg Sir Eyre Crowe! and official telegrams therein 
referred to. 

I approve your language to Minister for Foreign Affairs and I am prepared 
to send a general message of encouragement and support to him. I quite 
realize his political difficulties at home and I welcome his assurances. At 
the same time it is perfectly evident that his predecessor’s disloyal policy 
having proved a failure, he himself is forced by circumstances to adopt a 
different method of attaining Italian aims, which in the case of Turkey are 
economic advantages in Asia Minor. He therefore offers that collaboration 
which we have the right to expect from an ally in return for a promise of 
support of purely Italian interests. This support we can clearly only give in 
so far as it is compatible with the general interest of all the allies, which 1s 
the pacification of Asia Minor. This is not a matter for bargaining among 
the allies and I cannot do more than promise, with the above reservations, to 
endeavour to secure Italian economic interests in Anatolia. 

You should use your discretion as to how plainly you should speak to him 
in the above sense and you may add that I shall be happy to discuss all 
outstanding questions with him and that I am confident that we shall find 
ourselves in agreement. 

t No. 297. 


No. 303 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir M. Cheetham (Parts) 
No. 391 Telegraphic: by bag (E 7888/1 /44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, July 12, 1921 
Your telegram No. 471.! 


Our feeling about visit of Bekir Sami is mainly affected by disgrace- 
ful conduct of Angora Government in repudiating the agreement about 


1 Of July 10, not printed. In this Sir M. Cheetham reported that he had first-hand 
information that Bekir Sami was anxious to go to London. Cf. No. 263. 
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exchange of prisoners concluded with him.? We have no confidence that any 
similar fresh negotiations or agreements might not meet with a similar fate. 
Hostile and almost insolent attitude of Mustapha Kemal, in respect of 
meeting with General Harington in Black Sea,3 also renders us sceptical 
about advantage of meeting a representative of his, of the exact measure of 
whose authority we are completely uncertain, and who is probably not a 
representative at all. If you are sounded directly you might indicate these 
obstacles and thus give Bekir Sami Bey an opportunity of explanation. 


2 See No. 279. 3 See No. 291. 


No. 304 


Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received July 14, 3.50 p.m.) 
No. 289 Telegraphic [E 8098/1 /44] 


ROME, July 13, 1921, 4.10 p.m. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs spoke to me last night on the subject of your 
telegram 295! of which I had communicated to him substance in private 
letter. 

He commenced by saying that most of our difficulties had been occasioned 
by lack of solidarity between allies and by mistaken idea that individual 
interests could be best promoted by separate instead of collective action. 

He was determined to put stop to this as far as Italy was concerned and to 
collaborate loyally with His Majesty’s Government in East as well as the 
West. 

There was however one thing which he could not do. He could not 
renounce any of those economic rights which Italy had acquired under 
tripartite agreement? and Mustapha Kemal ought therefore in his opinion 
to be given clearly to understand that his proposals were untenable and that 
it was impossible for allies to negotiate on any such basis. 

He would leave question of procedure to His Mayjesty’s Government 
whose interests in the East were so much superior to those of Italy; but as 
regards policy he must adhere to above standpoint. On my reminding him 
that it had been suggested that we all three might have to consent to some 
modification of tripartite agreement, he replied that it might be possible for 
France and Great Britain to make some such concession but that Italy could 
not. She had acquired no territorial rights, but economic privileges, which 
that agreement had conferred, were of such vital importance to them that 
for Government to renounce them would be tantamount to signing their 
own death warrant. 

Tripartite agreement was a matter of secondary consideration and a 
modification of its terms would not placate Kemalists. 


? See No. 291, n. 2. 2 See No. 17, n. 4. 
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Our only hope of effecting pacification of Anatolia, which we all had so 
much at heart, was to discover some formula which would satisfy them as 
regards Smyrna and Thrace. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


No. 305 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recetved July 15, 3.15 p.m.) 
Personal and secret CONSTANTINOPLE, July 14, 1921, 2 p.m. 


General Harington informed me to-day that he is somewhat disquieted by 
propaganda carried out by French Agents here to the effect that (? Great 
Britain) is considering .. .' assisting Greeks. One telegram from Kemalist 
agents here to Angora goes so far as to say that French General Headquarters 
are convinced that our Military Authorities are supplying all possible (? 
information) to Greeks. British (? Military Authorities) have unassailable 
proof(s that ?) (? French) are continuing to negotiate secretly (? with) 
(? Angora) (? .) 

Telegram from Bekir Sami (? to) (? Angora) counter-signed by Monsieur 
Briand says there is a good prospect of France making a separate peace with 
Kemal (?ists). General Harington is anxious to know where he stands as if 
France makes a separate peace French troops will presumably not be avail- 
able for defence of Constantinople. 

French General Headquarters have further revealed to (? Angora) (? 
secret) plans for Greek offensive and there is no doubt (? that) French as 
well as (? Italians) (? have been) instrumental in supplying Kemalists with 
arms, equipment and ammunition. 

In the circumstances (General ?) Harington has asked me whether Your 
Lordship could not sound French Government as to their intentions. 

I should add that French General? has not yet received from French War 
Office (? any) (? instructions) as to unity of command though he has been 
notified by his High Commissioner.? 

1 The text is here uncertain. 2 General Charpy. 3 See No. 282, n. 4. 


No. 306 


Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received Fuly 15, 11.15 a.m.) 
No. 296 Telegraphic [E 8138/143/44] 


ROME, July 14, 1921, 8 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 304.! 
In the course of conversation which I had with Minister for Foreign 
Affairs this morning, I said that I could not but regret that he had made the 


t No. 302. 
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collaboration, which His Majesty’s Government was entitled to expect from 
Italy as an ally, conditional on their promising him their support for purely 
Italian interests. As I had pointed out to him in conversation reported in 
my telegram No. 2832 we were asking for his collaboration and support in 
order to promote interests which were common to all the Allies and not 
interests which concerned Great Britain alone. His predecessor had en- 
deavoured to secure economic advantages which Italy desired in Asia Minor 
by what I was obliged to qualify as a disloyal policy and fact that His 
Excellency now attached a condition to his offer of collaboration was 
calculated to produce the impression that it was the failure of Count Sforza’s 
policy that had forced him to have recourse to other methods for the attain- 
ment of Italian aims. 

I should, I continued, have been lacking in frankness had I withheld 
from him above considerations but I was glad to say that I had been charged 
by Your Lordship with a message of encouragement and support which I 
was sure he would appreciate. Your Lordship had welcomed assurances 
which he had given and fully realized the difficulties of political situation in 
this country more especially those with which he was confronted in the 
Chamber. It was, however, only possible for you to give him the desired 
support in so far as it was compatible in the general interests of all the Allies, 
namely, pacification of Asia Minor. This was not a matter for bargaining 
between the Allies. You could not, therefore, do more than promise with 
above reservations to endeavour to secure Italian economic interests in 
Anatolia. I was therefore instructed to say that Your Lordship would be 
happy to take the first opportunity of discussing with him all outstanding 
questions and that you were confident that you would both find yourselves 
in agreement. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs begged me to convey to Your Lordship his 
grateful appreciation of your message and repeated the assurances which he 
had already given to me. 

With regard to remarks with which I had prefaced that message His 
Excellency observed that our first conversation had not had an official 
character and that as we had been speaking only as between friends he had 
been absolutely frank. He was naturally bound to take account of Italian 
interests. These interests, however, were in perfect harmony with the 
interests of Great Britain and France and in calling Your Lordship’s attention 
to them, he had done so in no bargaining spirit, but because he considered 
there should be close collaboration between the Allies for the defence of 
their common interests and of their respective individual interests. 


2 See No. 297, n. 2. 
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No. 307 


Sir M. Cheetham (Parts) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewed Fuly 15, 11.20 p.m.) 


No. 486 Telegraphic [E 8155/1 /44] 


PARIS, July 15, 1921, 6.10 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 382.! 

Reply just received from M. Briand as follows: 

‘I beg to thank Lord Curzon for his obliging communication. I had 
agreed to projected meeting between Kemal and General Harington, being 
of the opinion that it is well to seek all opportunities for making peace in 
East and that it would be a political mistake to neglect any such opportunity. 
The preliminary conditions laid down by Kemal appear in their general lines 
to be very different from bases jointly contemplated by Allies in London 
and Paris and discussed with Turkish delegates, object of which was re- 
constitution of an independent Turkey in harmony with legitimate preoccu- 
pations of Allies as regards freedom of Straits, respect for financial engagements, 
administrative and military reorganization, etc. I think it would be well, in 
the event of contemplated conversations taking place, to remind Kemal of 
these bases.’ 

Copy of note by bag to-night.? 

Repeated to Rome and Constantinople. 


' See No. 291, n. 2. 2 In his despatch No. 2035 of July 15, not printed. 


No. 308 


Lord Granville (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received July 16, 12 p.m.) 
No. 408 Telegraphic [E 8171/143/44] 
ATHENS, July 15, 1921, 9 p.m. 

Assembly met yesterday and President of the Council submitted Allied note 
offering mediation and Greek reply.! 

After repeating and amplifying arguments used in Greek note Monsieur 
Gounaris made the following reference to events at Ismid.? 

“When our army left Ismid the other day to go where necessity called it, 
30,000 persons had to flee to avoid massacres from which Greek army had to 
protect them. Our sympathy for these unfortunates is not lessened by the 
criminal acts of a few who taking advantage of absence of troops in action 
with Turks, and perhaps provoked by Moslems who threw bombs from 
windows, committed deplorable excesses. We all regret those acts and are 
indignant with their authors whose punishment will be severe. These 
excesses are not attributable to army nor to the 30,000 unfortunates who 
have abandoned everything to save their lives. Amongst these 30,000, who 


1 See No. 251, n. 1 and No, 260. 2 See No. 267. 
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are maintained at our expense, there are Armenians, Circassians and even 
Turks who fear the knife of the men of Angora as much as Christians do.’ 

He went on to say ‘an international treaty bearing the signatures of all the 
great Allies and of Turkey delivered part of these alien populations, the 
Greeks, from Turkish yoke. Greece shared in the struggle which produced 
this treaty and used her sons at the request of all the signatories to enforce 
the submission of the remains of Turkish military and political organisation, 
which had as a programme solution of Eastern question by extermination 
of non-Mussulman populations. Greece is proud of her mission and devotes 
all her strength to it. The struggle is continuation of secular efforts of race 
to achieve its liberty and it is also a continuation of World war which was 
fought under banner of most noble ideals. One of the greatest benefits of 
the war is unwisely considered to be the emancipation of various alien 
populations from Austrian yoke, but emancipation of those under Turkish 
yoke is an imperative obligation. We always knew that Angora can only be 
moved by material force, and events of the last few days and Angora’s 
attitude must have persuaded those who doubted it to see that we are right. 
Greek army is fully conscious of its mission and news from Asia Minor shows 
that their efforts are worthy of their task. In conclusion I declare the un- 
shakeable conviction of all Hellenes, that our heroic soldiers, who are 
shedding their blood in Asia Minor under the leadership of our glorious 
King, will crown the work of national restoration, of which foundations 
were laid by admirable struggles of our fathers.’ 

Monsieur Stratos? made a long and powerful speech entirely approving 
the action of Government in refusing mediation which would have strength- 
ened Turks and humiliated Greece and General Danglis,4 in name of 
Venezelists, also expressed his full concurrence. 

Unanimous approval of speeches is expressed in the Press except, of course, 
“Rizospastis’.5 

Summaries of speeches by post.® 

3 See No. 15, n. 5. 4 Leader of the Venizelist Party. 
5 The socialist newspaper. 
6 In Athens despatch No. 312 of July 15, not printed. 


No. 309 


Ser M. Cheetham (Paris) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received Fuly 16, 10.45 p.m.) 


No. 491 Telegraphic [E 8173/1 /44] 


PARIS, July 16, 1921, 6.10 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 383! and my despatch No. 2002.! 
Reply just received from President of Council which goes to you by bag 
tonight in my despatch No. 2047,? gives assurances as regards both economic 


! See No. 298, n. 1. 
2 Not printed. This transmitted M. Briand’s Note of July 14. 
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concessions and officers for gendarmerie being limited to French zones. 
French Government, it states, have always acted with absolute frankness 
and loyalty towards their allies and did not fail to inform the latter of their 
obligation, in view of Parliamentary and public opinion, to stop Turkish 
nationalist attacks on frontier of Syria and Cilicia; they cannot continue to 
maintain nearly 100,000 men and spend hundreds of millions at this point 
without a definite political object. In this local negotiation they have 
constantly reserved general question of peace between allies and Turkey 
and also of a common agreement to put an end to Greco-Turk dispute. No 
general engagement has been or will be taken in this respect without close 
agreement with allies and especially with His Majesty’s Government. 


No. 310 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir M. Cheetham (Paris) and Sir 
G. Buchanan (Rome) 


No. 402! Telegraphic [E 7945/22/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, July 18, 1921, 3.45 p.m. 


(Turkish gendarmerie force in neutral zone). 

General Officer Commanding in Chief Constantinople, with the approval 
of the allied High Commissioners, began in May to organise a force of 
Turkish gendarmerie to be commanded by Turkish officers, assisted and 
advised by British officers, for the safeguarding of life and property in neutral 
zone on the Asiatic shore of the Bosphorus between Black Sea and the entrance 
of the Gulf of Ismid. Maximum strength of force would be 600 and total 
cost £3,000 sterling per month.? British officers would be paid by His 
Majesty’s Government.3 

Please obtain the consent of the French/Italian Government to the 
principle that the Ottoman Government should meet this expenditure and 
request them to instruct their representative at Constantinople to this effect. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 440.4 


™ No. 402 to Paris, No. 308 to Rome. 

2 See Nos. 145, 156, 199. 

3 On July 9 the War Office informed the Foreign Office that they had ‘just received 
authority from the Treasury to appoint six British Officers for use with the Gendarmerie’. 

4 Referring to this telegram Lord Curzon, in his telegram No. 441 of July 18, instructed 
Mr. Rattigan as follows: ‘If and when your colleagues have received similar instructions you 
should request Sir A. Block to arrange to debit Turkey with this expenditure.’ 
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No. 311 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) 
No. 442 Telegraphic [E 8196/143/44| 


FOREIGN OFFICE, July 19, 1921, 6 p.m. 


My telegram No. 437 (of July 12th.! Neutrality of Constantinople). 

We assumed from your telegram No. 506 (of July 8th)? that General 
Harington was in agreement with you in favouring further postponement of 
enforcement of strict neutrality. 

It appears however from his telegrams Nos. 5973 and 604‘ that this is not 
the case and War Office support him’ and urge that measures proposed 
for strengthening neutrality be enforced forthwith. Commander-in-Chief 
Mediterranean appears from latest advices to share your opinion.® 

In a matter like this we must necessarily be largely guided by the advice 
of our local political, military and naval authorities and when they are not 
agreed it is difficult to take a decision. 

Will you therefore discuss the matter further with Admiral de Robeck and 
General Harington with a view to arriving at a unanimous conclusion. I 
understand allied representatives are all in favour of enforcement but I 
should be glad of confirmation. 

Repeated to Athens No. 219. 


™ See No. 294, n. 6. 2 No. 294. 

3 This telegram of July 13 ran as follows: ‘Our only line I think is to preserve absolute 
neutrality and to show our good faith. I think Greek ships and missions should now leave 
here. By this means alone can we prove our practical neutrality. I am to-night consulting 
de Robeck and Rattigan.’ 

4 In this telegram of July 14, General Harington had stated: ‘Rattigan, who is not 
responsible for safety of the troops, is averse to tightening neutrality because he thinks 
Mustapha Kemal is so far in hands of Bolsheviks that it would be (? unwise) to (? impose) 
restrictions on Greeks. I do not agree with Rattigan. My evidence does not show that 
Mustapha Kemal is past recall. Personally I think that to close the door so sharply was a 
mistake. I still think Mustapha Kemal would talk reasonably. French, Italians and Greeks 
were, I understand, delighted at the door being closed so quickly. ... If we back Greeks let 
us do so openly. If not let us avoid present arrangement by which we are on all sides 
accused of helping the Greeks. We protest openly that we are not doing so when in reality 
we are by allowing them to remain here.... While negotiations were going on over my 
meeting [with Mustapha Kemal] I agreed to a few days’ delay in tightening neutrality but 
now serious operations have commenced I think there should be a clear definition of our 
line of action.’ 

5 In their letter 0152/5840 (M.I. 2) of July 16, not printed. 

6 In his telegram No. 374 of July 8, not printed. 
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No. 312 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received Fuly 21, 1 p.m.) 
No. 521 Telegraphic [E 8387 /201 /44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, July 20, 1921, 4.45 p.m. 

Ad valorem dues.! 

Identic note? has now been received from Sublime Porte which while 
maintaining its view in favour of quintupled specific tariff as being simpler 
of execution and more productive, consents on account of allied insistence, 
and it finally (? expect)s to return to ad valorem system on the following 
conditions.3 

That it be applied provisionally until restoration of peace; that eventual 
return to specific tariff be not thereby prejudiced; that consumption tax be 
maintained or failing its maintenance ad valorem tax be, in compensation, 
increased from 11% to 15%. Sublime Porte concluded by urging that if con- 
sumption tax is abolished to meet the wishes of United States Government 
proceeds of increased ad valorem duties should be paid wholly into Ottoman 
Treasury (instead of being earmarked for service of public debt). 

United States Government will I gather press for adoption of some such 
provision’ but I am inclined to anticipate difficulty more especially on the 
part of (? council of) Ottoman debt and French Government. 


! See No. 295. 

2 Not traced in the Foreign Office archives. 

3 In a minute of July 22, initialled by Lord Curzon, Mr. Oliphant wrote: ‘It is they, the 
Constantinople Government not we who need the money & unless they show a more just 
appreciation of this fact, it would be well not to pursue the matter further. They should 
come with hat in hand, not try to dictate terms.’ 

4 See F.R.U.S. 1921, vol. ii, pp. go1-6. 


No. 313 


Lord Granville (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received Fuly 24, 11 p.m.) 
No. 417 Telegraphic [E 8463/143/44] 

Confidential ATHENS, July 21, 1921, 8 p.m. 

I asked Minister for Foreign Affairs yesterday, making it quite clear that 

I had no instructions (? or even) (? hint) from His Majesty’s Government, 
whether, if victory of Kutahia! was as complete as they seemed to hope in 
default of more detailed information, Greek Government would not consider 
this a favourable moment for a fresh offer of mediation on the part of Allies; 
if he thought so, even if he preferred not to say so officially, I would gladly 


t On July 17. 
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make proposal to Your Lordship. Minister for Foreign Affairs replied with- 
out hesitation that he personally dreaded any further attempt at mediation 
and thought it would be entirely contrary to Greek interests; he believed 
his colleagues shared his views but he would consult President of the Council 
and only let me know if he took a different view. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs called on me this morning, news of fall of 
Eskishehr? having been received last night, to tell me that President of the 
Council agreed with him very strongly and declared that Greek army had 
not yet finished its task and must finish it. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs said that they had still received no details 
but all telegrams received by King and Minister of War, who are now at 
Ushak, from Commander-in-Chief gave most favourable impression. He was 
particularly struck by telegram from Commander-in-Chief to Minister of 
War thanking him on behalf of troops for having enabled them to achieve 
victory; such a telegram would not, he thought, have been sent unless 
victory were considered complete. He admitted heavy losses in seventh 
division. He thought references to large quantities of rifles taken meant that 
Turks had thrown them away in their flight: Greek army was in active 
pursuit and he believed complete break up of Kemalist movement was 
imminent. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


3 On July 19. 


No. 314 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received July 24, 10.45 a.m.) 


No. 524 Telegraphic [E 8466/143/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, July 22, 1921, 12.30 a.m. 

Your telegram 4(?36) [442]. 

My telegram 506? was despatched after consultation with Admiral de 
Robeck and General Harington. We were then in agreement and I was 
unaware that General Harington had since recommended that neutrality 
should be tightened. I will consult again with General Harington, but 
meanwhile my views, which are shared by Admiral de Robeck, are as 
follows:— 

If present conditions were to afford pretext to Kemalists to advance on 
Constantinople, I agree that it would be necessary to remove such a pretext 
by tightening neutrality. But military authorities concur in the opinion that 
the Kemalists could not undertake such an advance whilst they have to deal 
with Greek offensive. I am convinced, and General Harington recently 
agreed, that pretext or no pretext Kemalists are determined to advance on 
Constantinople if and when they have nothing further to fear from Greeks. 


T No. 311. 2 No. 294. 
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Mustapha Kemal’s (? reply)3 affords an additional proof of the arrogance 
and self-confidence of Angora. 

This being so, I think we have nothing to gain by the proposed tightening 
of our neutrality as against Greeks. 

If we did so it would be merely put down to influence of French, and my 
experience of the latter leads me to think that they would do all they can to 
give this impression. I do not therefore see what useful result we could 
obtain by the adoption of measures which must to some extent (? hamper) 
Greeks. 

French High Commissioner is naturally anxious to tighten neutrality, 
but Italian High Commissioner now entirely agrees with my views and tells 
me he is telegraphing in this sense. 


3 See No. 291. 


No. 315 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Granville (Athens) 


No. 369 [E 8243/143/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, July 22, 1921 
My Lord:— 

With reference to your telegram No. 410 of the 18th. July,' relative to the 
supply of paravanes for the Greek Government, I have to inform you that I 
consider that it is impossible even if it were material to draw a line defining 
whether the purpose of any war material is offensive or defensive. 

2. If the ordinary rules of neutrality are to be applied to the present 
request of Greece, I am not of opinion that the supply of paravanes by His 
Majesty’s Government to the Greek Government is in the circumstances 
admissible. —The wording of XIII Hague Convention Article 6 is:—‘The 
supply ... by a neutral Power to a belligerent Power of... war material of 
any kind whatever is forbidden.’ 

3. These paravanes are admittedly for use on Greek warships and must, I 
consider, be regarded as war material, even if they are of the type used on 
merchant vessels. If the Greek Government could obtain these paravanes 
from private manufacturers in this country, the position would be different, 
as the above quoted provision would not apply, and paravanes are not on 
the list of prohibited exports, so that we have no power to prevent their 
export. It seems probable, however, that the Admiralty are now the only 
source of supply. 

Iam, &c., 
(For the Secretary of State) 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 

t In this telegram Lord Granville had asked: ‘As these paravanes are for defensive, not 

offensive purposes, and are to protect Greek ships from mines obtained by Turks from 


Russia, is not refusal to allow sale, even of merchant vessel type, straining laws of neutrality 
to an unnecessary and rather one-sided degree?’ 
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No. 316 


Lord Granville (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received Fuly 26, 3.30 p.m.) 
No. 427 Telegraphic [E 8569/143/44] 
ATHENS, July 25, 1921, 6 p.m. 

Constantinople telegram No. 532.! 

I concur entirely in principle with Mr. Rattigan’s desideratum of model 
[sec] Turkish Government,? institution of which would have to be assisted by 
preventing Greeks exploiting their victories too much. But however badly 
Kemal may be beaten, apart from possible Bolshevik aid he will presumably 
be able to leave any amount of hands to carry on guerrilla warfare. It must, 
I suppose, take considerable time before the proposed model [stc] Govern- 
ment can be in a position to take over and keep order in the territories 
occupied or to be occupied by Greeks. Greeks must therefore presumably 
be asked to withdraw only very gradually, as new Turkish Government are 
ready to take over each district in turn. Greeks already argue, with some, 
if not complete, justification that the whole of this warfare and their sacrifices 
are due to our original mandate? and to the necessity of enforcing the Treaty 
of Sévres. If therefore they consent to withdraw and yet to continue to hold 
the districts until someone else can take them over they will certainly, and 
with justice, expect compensation of some sort even if only financial. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


1 Of July 24, not printed. In this telegram Mr. Rattigan reported the advice he had 
given to the Greek High Commissioner at Constantinople and to the Acting Patriarch. 

2 Mr. Rattigan had spoken of the need for a moderate Turkish Government. He had 
added: “To bring about such an end we should have to compel the Greeks to abstain from 
excessive pretentions [sic] as a result of their victories.’ 

3 See Vol. 1, No. 10, minute 8. 


No. 317 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received July 27, 12.30 p.m.) 
No. 535 Telegraphic [E 8613/1 /44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, July 26, 1921, 8.30 p.m. 


Italian High Commissioner informs me that Minister for Foreign Affairs 
has approached him with proposal to negotiate settlement between himself 
and allied High Commissioners. Minister for Foreign Affairs states that he 
can guarantee support of 65% of army in Anatolia and 65% of National 
Assembly. 

Italian High Commissioner asked for my views on proposal. 

He himself at first sight was in favour of it as there was nothing to lose by 
it, and he thought it might be a means of effecting a settlement. 
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I replied that it seemed to me that best course was for Central Government 
to come to a preliminary agreement with Angora. 

Italian High Commissioner agreed, but said that Minister for Foreign 
Affairs had, on this being pointed out, replied that there was nothing to be 
done with Angora Government. If however he could arrive at fair basis of 
settlement with allied High Commissioners, he believed he could carry with 
him the whole of Anatolian population and majority of army and National 
Assembly. 

Italian High Commissioner said that he was going on to consult French 
High Commissioner, and if latter approved he would propose that we should 
submit matter to our Governments. 

I observed that it was not quite true to say that we had nothing to lose by 
adopting proposal, as we should thereby be disclosing our hand without any 
real guarantee that basis arrived at would be accepted by Anatolia. 

Italian High Commissioner agreed but said that he considered Minister 
for Foreign Affairs, a man of (? weight) and calm judgement. He was, 
therefore, inclined to. believe his assertion. Anyhow proposal seemed only 
possible chance of settlement. 

He did not think there was any real danger of settlement being prevented 
by Bolshevik armed intervention on side of extremists as there was no means 
of transport for Russian troops and supplies. 

If I could feel sure that Minister for Foreign Affairs is justified in claiming 
support of majority of army and National Assembly, I would be strongly in 
favour of proposal; but I fear he is somewhat optimistic. There is of course 
risk that proposal may have been inspired by Mustafa Kemal with a view to 
ascertaining limit to which allied Governments are prepared to go. But I do 
not believe this. 

I would add that an official of Sublime Porte informed Mr. Matthews! 
yesterday that Kiazim Karabekir? had telegraphed to Sultan message of 
devotion and loyalty. This is significant in view of repeated rumours as to 
Karabekir’s antagonism to extremists.3 

t Acting first Dragoman. 2 See No. 228, n. 7. 


3 No reply was sent by the Foreign Office to this communication; nor was the proposal 
subsequently submitted by the High Commissioners to their Governments. 


No. 318 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received August 2) 
No. 717 [E 5981 /153/21] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, July 26, 1921 
My Lord, 
With reference to my despatch to Your Lordship No. 694 of the 20th of 
July,? I have the honour to transmit herewith copy of the Minutes! of a 


t Not printed. 
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Meeting which was held at the Italian Embassy on Friday the 22nd of July, 
between the Allied High Commissioners and the members of the Provisional 
Financial Commission of Control. 

2. This meeting was called by the Italian High Commissioner to consider 
the alarming financial situation of the Turkish Government as disclosed in 
Sir Adam Block’s letter and memorandum of the 13th of July,' which was 
addressed to the three High Commissioners, and a copy of which was 
transmitted with my despatch No. 694 of the 2oth of July.: 

3. In the course of this meeting Sir Adam Block first drew attention to the 
failure of the Turkish Sales Commission to take the necessary steps for 
realizing the stocks, the sale of which was authorised by the High Commis- 
sioners to cover the advances made by the Imperial Ottoman Bank, the 
National Bank of Turkey, and the Ottoman Public Debt, and, in agreement 
with his colleagues, he proposed that the High Commissioners should authorise 
the seizure by the Allied Military Authorities of these Military depots, and 
the liquidation of their contents? by the Provisional Financial Commission, 
with a view to re-imbursing the Banks and the Ottoman Public Debt. This 
proposal was agreed to by the High Commissioners. 

4. Sir Adam Block next pointed out the immediate necessity of providing 
funds for the payment of one month’s salary to Government Officials on the 
occasion of the approaching feast of Courban Bairam,? on the 12th of August, 
in default of which it was only too probable that serious disorders might take 
place. It was agreed that it was useless to apply to the Allied Governments 
for an advance of funds for this purpose, and the Italian Member of the 
Provisional Financial Commission of Control having stated that he had 
discussed with the Director General of the Imperial Ottoman Bank an 
arrangement whereby that Bank might make the necessary advance, on the 
subsidiary guarantee of the gold deposits with it, without prejudice to its 
being retained for Allied reparation, the High Commissioners requested the 
Provisional Financial Commission to examine the question and make a 
concrete proposal at a meeting to be held at an early date. 

5. Finally Sir Adam Block in the name of the Provisional Financial 
Commission appealed to the High Commissioners to intervene for the purpose 
of effecting certain radical reforms in the financial administration which 
the Turkish Government is unable or unwilling to introduce. These would 
take the form of charging the Provisional Financial Commission with the 
collection and administration of the Customs Duties, the Real Property 
Tax (verghi) and the Professional Tax (temettu), and insisting upon the 
retirement of a number of superfluous officials. If this was done, the Com- 
mission believed that they would be able to provide for the necessities of the 
Budget. 

6. My French and Italian Colleagues strongly maintained the view that, 


2 As Sir H. Rumbold pointed out in his despatch, No. 874 of September 21, the impres- 
sion here given that the stocks to be sold were purely military or naval is incorrect, for a 
considerable portion was of a commercial nature. 

3 See No. 172, n. I. 
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under the circumstances, it would be not only the right, but the duty of the 
Allied High Commissioners to take these measures without reference to 
their Governments, in order to avert the danger of disturbances which were 
likely to arise from the present precarious situation. I stated that in my 
opinion it was not advisable to take such action without the sanction of our 
Governments, but the French and Italian High Commissioners maintained 
their views. We requested the Provisional Financial Commission to furnish 
us with concrete proposals for the re-organisation of the financial admini- 
stration of the Government of Constantinople. Meanwhile I should be 
grateful if Your Lordship would inform me urgently by telegraph whether 
you agree that it is within the power of the Allied High Commissioners to 
take the proposed action without reference to their Governments. 
I have, &c., 
FRANK RATTIGAN 


No. 319 


Lord Granville (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received Fuly 28, 3.15 p.m.) 
No. 429 Telegraphic [E 8694/143/44] 
ATHENS, July 27, 1921, 8 p.m. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs read to me this morning telegram from 
President of the Council who has rejoined King at Kutahia couched in most 
enthusiastic language but giving no details or real information. Minister 
for Foreign Affairs said that ‘pursuit’ would continue after a few days rest, 
he did not know whether towards Angora or Northwards, or both. He knew 
nothing of offer of peace or armistice ascribed by rumour to Kemal. He 
expressed same confidence as before but did not to-day speak of Kemal’s 
army having ceased to exist, and when Italian Minister yesterday said 
something about guerrilla warfare Minister for Foreign Affairs replied that 
that point had not yet been reached; so Government evidently now realize 
that Kemal’s army is still in being and that there is heavy fighting before 
them. 

I asked if he had had an answer from His Majesty’s Government to his 
offer of a division from Thrace (see my telegram No. 397).! He said that 
His Majesty’s Government had replied in very courteous terms that they 
could not avail themselves of it.2 He added that division was already concen- 
trated near Tchadaldja and would remain there for the present. Although 
it is hardly conceivable, this fact in conjunction with constant talk in 
press of taking Constantinople and impulsive nature of Greeks, who are 


! No. joo. 

2 Lord Curzon had replied to M. Rizo-Rangabé’s letter of July 11 on July 20 saying that 
while His Majesty’s Government appreciated the generous offer they did not desire to avail 
themselves of it. 
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at present carried away by enthusiasm and optimism, makes me think it 
necessary to suggest that we should be prepared for possibility ofan attempted 
coup de main to seize Constantinople. Greeks are so prone to believe what 
they wish and they are apparently so convinced, in spite of everything, that 
they really enjoy full British sympathy, that they are almost capable of 
believing that we should be glad, or at least quite willing, to see them in 
possession there. 

Italian Minister, whom I had informed of my private conversation with 
Minister for Foreign Affairs about mediation (see my telegram 417),3 told 
French Chargé d’Affaires yesterday that he believed Greeks would be 
delighted at receiving a fresh offer from the Powers; I believe he sees Mon- 
sieur Stratos and it occurs to me that this may be latter’s policy. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


3 No. 313. 


No. 320 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir M. Cheetham (Paris) and Mr. 
Kennard (Rome)! 


No. 431? Telegraphic [E 8615/143/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, July 28, 1921, 6.30 p.m. 


(Paris.) Your telegram No. 420 (of 26th June).3 

(Rome.) Your telegram No. 249 (of 24th June).3 

(Publication of reports of allied Commissions of Enquiry into Ismidt 
atrocities. ) 

We propose to lay the reports of the allied Commissions of Enquiry into 
the atrocities around Ismidt before Parliament as soon as possible.* 

All names of witnesses mentioned in the reports will be suppressed. 

Please inform French/Italian Government. 


! Mr. Kennard acted as Chargé d’Affaires at Rome, in the absence of Sir G. Buchanan, 
from July 16 to September 15. 

2 No. 431 to Paris, No. 332 to Rome. 

3 These two telegrams were replies to Lord Curzon’s telegrams of June 16 [No. 238]. 
Sir G. Buchanan reported that the Italian Government had ‘no objection to immediate 
publication. . . of reports of May 23rd and June st’. Lord Hardinge stated that the French 
Government were ‘sending instructions to Constantinople to be carried out as soon as 
the three High Commissioners have received same powers.’ 

4 See No. 212, n. 2. 
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No. 321 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) 
No. 806 [E 8506/143/44] 


Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, July 28, 1921 
Sir:— 

I have received your despatch No. 692 of July 2oth.' enclosing copy of a 
telegram addressed by the Nationalist Minister for Foreign Affairs to your- 
self and your colleagues on the subject of Greek outrages against Moslems in 
the Ismid area and I should be grateful if you would send a reply thereto, 
either direct or through the Constantinople authorities as may appear to 
you most desirable. 

2. In acknowledging receipt of the telegram and taking note of the protest, 
you should inform Youssouf Kemal that as soon as similar reports reached 
the Allied authorities in Constantinople a Commission of Enquiry was 
despatched to the spot and on the receipt of its report the Allied Government 
caused a strong protest to be registered at Athens against the failure of the 
Greek military authorities to ensure the protection of the Moslems in the 
area under their control; the matter is being investigated by the Greek 
Government and the responsible persons will be severely punished.? At the 
same time the Allied Representatives in Constantinople took steps (see your 
telegram No. 463 of June 28th)3 to secure the protection of Moslems who 
might be deemed to be still in danger. 

3. After adducing this evidence of the solicitude of His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment for the Moslems, you should add that they are seriously perturbed by 
the further allegations of anti-Christian outrages contained in the telegram 
addressed by Monsieur Thoidis to the Speaker, a copy of which is enclosed 
herewith,* as regards the Pontus, and in the enclosure in your despatch 
No. 660 of July 11th page 2, as regards Ismid.5 You should ask that immedi- 
ate enquiries be instituted by the Nationalist authorities into these reports 
and the result communicated to you at an early date, and add that the 
recurrence of alarming reports of a deliberate policy of deportation and 
extermination of Christians in Asia Minor leads His Majesty’s Government to 
apprehend that the Nationalist Government may not realize the fatal 
consequences for the future of Turkey of a failure to protect the Greek and 
Armenian minorities from the maltreatment they have suffered in the past. 
While it is impracticable to send Commissions of Enquiry to Nationalist 


1 Not printed. The enclosed telegram was dated July 6. 

2 As reported in Lord Granville’s telegrams No. 396 of July 11, not printed, and No. 408 
of July 15 (No. 308). 

3 No. 267. 

4 Not printed. The telegram was dated July 23. Dr. Thoidis was President of the ‘Ligue 
des Pontiens’. 

Ss Not printed. This enclosure was a copy of the minutes of the 65th meeting of the 
Armenian-Greek Section of the High Commission and of the representatives of the Armenian 
and Greek Patriarchates, held on June 22. 
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territory, the facts will inevitably become known and a further demonstration 
of Turkish incapacity to ensure the freedom and safety of Christians in 
Turkey would have the same results on European opinion and on Turkish 
history that it has had in the past. 

4. You should invite all your colleagues to whom Youssouf Kemal’s 
telegram was addressed® to concert with you in a forcible reply on the above 
lines. 

Iam, &c., 
(For the Secretary of State)? 
6 The French, Italian, American, and Japanese High Commissioners. 
7 Signature lacking in filed copy of the original. 


No. 322 
Letter from Mr. Osborne to the Secretary to the Army Council 
[E 8462/143/44] 
Confidential FOREIGN OFFICE, July 28, 1921 


Sir:— 

I am directed by the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to acknowledge the 
receipt of your letter No. 0152/5840 (M.I.2) of July 15th.' relative to the 
proposed measures for strengthening Allied neutrality at Constantinople, 
and to transmit herewith, for the information of the Army Council, copies of 
telegrams Nos. 524? and 525° from Constantinople, from which it appears 
that General Harington is no longer in favour of their enforcement. 

2. I am to add that in view of the unanimous objection of the British 
political, military and naval authorities at Constantinople further action is 
indefinitely postponed.‘ 

Iam, &c., 
D. G. OsBoRNE 


' In this letter (actually dated July 16) the War Office had transmitted to the Foreign 
Office copies of General Harington’s telegrams, Nos. 597 and 604 (see No. 311, nn. 3 and 4). 

2 No. 314. 

3 In this telegram of July 22, Mr. Rattigan reported: ‘I have now consulted General 
Harington again regarding neutrality measures. He informs me that he is telegraphing to 
the War Office withdrawing his proposal for their enforcement, as he has reverted to the 
view put forward in my telegram No. 506 [No. 294].’ 

4 In his Annual Report for 1921 (E 4988/4988/44, transmitted to the Foreign Office in 
his despatch No. 426 of May 8, 1922) Sir H. Rumbold wrote: ‘55... As a result of a meeting 
between Admiral de Robeck, General Harington, the French admiral and the French 
general at the end of June, the former [sic] requested that the High Commissioners should 
again ask their Governments to get the Greek Government to remove its warships from the 
Constantinople zone and close the Greek naval base. 56. A few days afterwards, however, 
the Commander-in-chief intimated he was no longer in favour of tightening the neutrality 
of the Allies against the Greeks. The British Authorities went into the question again, and 
came to the unanimous opinion that it would be inadvisable in present circumstances to put 
in force the measures proposed against the continued utilisation of Constantinople by the 
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Greeks... .’ Extracts from this Annual Report were transmitted to the War Office in Foreign 
Office letter E 7177/4988/44 of July 25, 1922. The War Office commented, in their letter 
No. 0152/6115(M.1I.2) of August 22, as follows: ‘2. Paragraph 56 refers to the presence in 
Constantinople of the Greek Fleet, and it appears to place the responsibility for the presence 
of this Fleet at Constantinople on the shoulders of the ‘“Commander-in-Chief”’. It is not clear 
from the context whether the Commander-in-Chief referred to is Sir Charles Harington, or 
whether the Naval Commander-in-Chief is indicated. If, however, Sir Horace Rumbold 
seeks to make Sir Charles Harington responsible, the Council feel that they must take issue 
with him on this point, as they believe it to be an altogether false representation of the 
“4- In June 1921, when a Proclamation drawn up by Sir Charles Harington for a neutral 
boundary on land was issued by the High Commissioners, he advocated that a neutral line 
should be drawn on the water also, and it was understood that this suggestion was to be 
adopted. But on the 18th July 1921, Mr. Rattigan, who was answering for the High 
Commissioner, asked General Harington to agree to action being suspended for a few days. 
It was understood that there were certain reasons for this delay affecting the British Fleet 
and, furthermore, Mr. Rattigan did not wish to hamper the Greeks just on the eve of their 
operations. It is possible also that an enforcement of the neutral zone at that moment might 
have been interpreted by the Turks as the result of French effort on their behalf. It was, 
however, made quite clear to General Harington that the delay asked for was only for a 
period of days, and he accordingly acquiesced, feeling that the question was more a political 
and naval question than a military one, as no military crisis affecting the Allies existed at 
the moment. 

‘5. The Greek operations in Anatolia, which were commencing at that time, continued 
for a longer period than was expected. And as time went on, the urgency of a settlement of 
this question receded into the background. No action was taken, and the Greek Fleet 
continues to make use of Constantinople as an anchorage.’ 

To this communication the Foreign Office replied in their letter No. E 8357/76/44 of 
August 29, 1922, as follows: “The reference to the Commander-in-Chief in paragraph 56 of 
Sir H. Rumbold’s annual report for 1921 is certainly ambiguous. But the decision to leave 
the Greek fleet at Constantinople was, as is generally admitted, primarily political and one 
of expediency. At certain times at any rate, the naval, military and diplomatic authorities 
concurred in recommending that strict neutrality rules should not be enforced in this 
matter (see Foreign Office letter E 8462/143/44 of 28th July 1921 to the War Office). 
Furthermore, the ultimate responsibility for this decision clearly rested with His Majesty’s 
Government. In these circumstances, the Secretary of State is perfectly willing to assure the 
Army Council that he does not regard General Sir C. Harington as bearing the responsi- 
bility for the decision taken.’ 


No. 323 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) 
No. 799 [C 14474/60/19] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, July 28, 1921 

Sir:— 
I have to inform you that Sir George Armstrong! called at the Foreign 
Office on the 22nd, and stated that he was negotiating with Monsieur 
Maximos, Governor of the National Bank of Greece, for a loan of Thirty 


1 A representative of the Armstrong-Dunning financial group. He was not connected 
with the firm, Messrs, Armstrong, who were trying to obtain a contract for works at the 
Piraeus. 
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million pounds at eight per cent. Fifteen million pounds of this total was to 
be advanced immediately, and the remaining Fifteen million pounds later. 
The issue price has not yet been decided upon, but there is to be a sinking 
fund and an annual drawing to enable the loan to be paid off in thirty years. 

2. A condition of the loan is that hostilities with Turkey must have ceased 
before any of the amount is withdrawn, and that no war-like material is to 
be purchased. The loan is to be spent on wheat from Canada, coal, railway 
material, port and harbour material from the United Kingdom. Two of the 
big London joint Stock Banks are interested, and support from America is 
forthcoming. 

g. Sir George mentioned incidentally that he had been assured by 
Monsieur Maximos and Monsieur Rangabé that the Greeks do not anticipate 
that the present operations against Turkey will last more than another three 
weeks, when they will be prepared to make peace. 

4. It is understood that if Monsieur Maximos consents to sign the draft of 
these proposals, they will be laid before His Majesty’s Treasury for con- 
currence. 

Iam, &c., 
ALEXANDER CADOGAN 


2 See No. 355, below. 


No. 324 


Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewved Fuly 30, 12.45 p.m.) 


No. 544 Telegraphic [E 8761/1 /44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, July 29, 1921, 8 p.m. 


Minister for Foreign Affairs called on me this afternoon. He...' by asking 
me if Greek success had caused His Majesty’s Government to change their 
policy. I replied that I was not empowered to speak for His Majesty’s 
Government, but I felt sure that their policy was still the same in so far as 
they desired to arrive at a just settlement with Turkey, an end to the present 
conflict, and re-establishment of peace. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs then asked me whether His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment had pronounced on terms submitted in his secret memorandum (see 
my telegram No. 493).2 I said I had merely sent these home for your infor- 
mation but it was not for His Majesty’s Government to pronounce upon any 
terms other than those o[f]ficially put forward by Angora Government. It 
was out of the question to discuss terms acceptance of which by Angora was 
not assured. Minister for Foreign Affairs assented. 

He then hinted that it would help him greatly if he could be told what were 
the terms of the Allied Governments. 


1 The text is here uncertain. 2 No. 288. 
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I replied that he could form a very fair impression from recent confer- 
ences and from declarations by Allied statesmen as to the terms which were 
considered just. 

His Excellency said that he would not beat about the bush: he had come 
out here to ask my advice. What did I think that he should do? He had a 
certain influence with the reasonable elements at Angora and with some of 
the army leaders. But if we could not give him basis on which to work what 
was he to do? Difficulties were very great as Extremists were very powerful 
at Angora and Mustapha Kemal was an exceedingly ambitious man who 
was afraid that agreement of Allies on any other basis than that of 
national . . .' positively mean his political eclipse. 

I replied that I could only give Minister for Foreign Affairs my personal 
advice. If I were in his place I would attempt, in the first place, to open the 
eyes of Kemal as to where the policy of alliance with the Bolsheviks would 
lead him and his country. He no doubt knew that Bolsheviks distrusted him 
and would discard .. .' for Enver at first opportunity. Mustapha Kemal 
should be made to see that a just settlement with Allies, instead of meaning 
his eclipse would open the door to a brilliant future for himself as one of the 
principal leaders of a reconstructed Turkey. 

Once Mustapha Kemal was won over it would not be difficult to establish 
‘bloc’ composed of all reasonable elements in Angora, and relying on support 
of majority of army, which was tired of war, unite with Central Government 
to put forward proposals for a just settlement. 

His Excellency after some reflection, said that he thought this might be 
done, but difficulty was that army leaders feared demoralisation resulting 
from opening of negotiations, and, unless they felt assured that these negotia- 
tions would lead to some result, they would be disinclined to run the risk. 

I replied that speaking for myself I considered it was merely a question of 
what moderate Nationalists held to be just basis of settlement. If this basis 
were really reasonable, I, personally, felt convinced that there was every 
prospect of speedy settlement with allied Governments. But of course if 
Nationalists were to maintain their present demands there seemed to me 
little hope of an agreement. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs thanked me very warmly, and said he would at 
once despatch emissaries to Angora to work on these lines. He mentioned 
Ismet Pasha’s3 brother as one of the emissaries. 

Before leaving His Excellency repeated that all reasonable Turks were 
convinced that the one hope for future of Turkey lay in a thorough under- 
standing with Great Britain.‘ 

Repeated to Athens No. 109. 


3 Ismet Pasha had assumed command of the Nationalist Western Army in December 


1920. 
+ In his telegram No. 467 of August 2, Lord Curzon replied: ‘Your language approved.’ 
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No. 325 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Granville (Athens) 


No. 230 Telegraphic [E 8694/143/44] 
Confidential FOREIGN OFFICE, July 30, 1921, 7 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 429! (of July 27th; Greek military policy and Con- 
stantinople). 

Possibility of a Greek attempt on Constantinople has never been lost sight 
of, although it is difficult to believe that it could be seriously attempted. 
It is quite possible however that Greek representative here may have given 
an entirely erroneous impression of our attitude.? 

I think it would be a wise precaution therefore if you would take an 
opportunity of alluding in conversation with the Minister for Foreign Affairs 
to frequent references in the Greek press to Constantinople. You might 
express the personal opinion that they were to be deplored as likely to mislead 
Greek public opinion and to arouse unfavourable criticism in the allied 
capitals where any suggestion of the approach of Greek troops to Constanti- 
nople and the area in allied occupation would be hotly resented by both 
Government and people. 

Should some such expression of opinion on your part not elicit a sufh- 
ciently forcible disclaimer from His Excellency, you had better have recourse 
to an even more emphatic warning that any such adventure would be 
disastrous to his country, involving, as it would, a conflict between allied 
and Greek troops, and would not be tolerated by Allies. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 465. 

1 No. 319. 

2 In a minute of July 29, Mr. Osborne had commented: ‘It is unfortunately quite possible 


that M. Rangabé may have told them we should welcome it—he assured them we should 
welcome refusal of our offer of mediation.’ 


No. 326 


Sir H. Rumbold' (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recetved August 2, 3 p.m.) 


No. 546 Telegraphic [E 8827/143/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, August 1, 1921, 3.30 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 230 to Athens? 

It is significant that the Greek High Commissioner in the course of 
conversation yesterday with Mr. Rattigan reverted repeatedly to the advant- 
ages which Great Britain would secure through occupation of Constantinople 
by Greeks. 


1 Sir H. Rumbold had arrived back in Constantinople on July 31. 
2 No. 325. 
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Mr. Rattigan replied that such a project was not likely to be tolerated by 
the allied Governments and that an advance on Constantinople would 
involve Greeks in conflict with the allied troops. 

Greek High Commissioner’s attitude led Mr. Rattigan to think that he 
believed that Great Britain though unable to approve openly would secretly 
favour project. Mr. Rattigan did his best to disabuse him of this idea. 

Greek High Commissioner then went on to ask whether materials for 
repair of Ismid railway which were in Constantinople under guard of 
British might be handed over to Greeks. 

This could not be regarded as a breach of neutrality as the materials were 
required for repair of the railway which would be used for commercial 
purposes. In fact Greeks would be doing useful work by putting necessary 
repairs in hand at once. 

Mr. Rattigan replied that he would make enquiries into the matter. I am 
of opinion that if Greeks wish to repair the line to Ismid they should do so 
with their own resources. 

Repeated to Athens No. ror. 


No. 327 


Memorandum by Mr. Osborne on the Near Eastern Situation 
[E 8834/143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, August 1, 1921! 


The present position is that the Allies, or at least H.M.G., who have not 
attempted separate settlements with the Turks, stand on the Treaty of 
Sévres as modified by the London proposals.? 

Neither Greeks nor Nationalists accepted this solution. The latter demanded 
in addition the unconditional return of Smyrna and Thrace and other minor 
concessions, notably the abrogation of the Tripartite Agreement.3 The 
former tacitly refused the London solution of the Smyrna question and now, 
as the result of a victorious campaign or at least of a preliminary and partial 
victory over the Nationalists, demand compensation for their sacrifices. 
It is beginning to appear that this demand for compensation is likely to 
include Constantinople, an extension of the Smyrna area and perhaps the 
Pontus. 

Turkish stock being at the moment low and Greek stock high, the Turks 
find it politic to abandon the loud pedal of Angora truculence for the soft 
pedal of Constantinople amenability and sweet reasonableness. We have 
seen these changes of tone before, but always the tune remains the same; the 
National Pact of Angora is practically identical with the declaration of the 


1 This Memorandum, which was not dated, was submitted on August 1 and was initialled 


by Lord Curzon. 
2 See Vol. XV, No. 53, Appendix 2, No. 58, n. 3, and No. 59. 
3 See Nos. 288, 291, 304. 4 See Nos. 141, 188, 260, 313, 316. 
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late Constantinople Assembly.; We are therefore being appealed to by 
the moderates at Constantinople for a statement of the Allied terms which 
it is hoped to impose on the crumbling authority of Mustapha Kemal; this 
arrangement is intended to rehabilitate the Constantinople Government, to 
secure their triumph over Kemal and the extremists and to commit the 
Allies to a policy of no compensation for Greece for her further sacrifices.® 

But I think we must avoid falling into this trap for it is by no means certain 
that we can now disregard the Greek demands and impose the settlement 
contemplated at Paris? (restitution of Smyrna and retention of Thrace by 
Greece and substitution of a formula for the Tripartite Agreement) on the, 
temporarily at any rate, triumphant Greeks. 

Both Nationalists and Greeks have flouted us and insisted on seeking a 
solution by arms. Outwardly at all events the Constantinople Government 
are not responsible for this policy, but now that the Angora method has 
failed to attain the full Turkish demands we cannot by negotiating with 
Constantinople as the representative Government of Turkey condone the 
past arrogance of Angora and neutralize the results of its policy. 

The present moment seems therefore hardly suitable for intervention on 
the part of the allies. The continuance of hostilities may induce the Greeks 
to reconsider their anticipated demands for compensation. 

Would it not be logical to take up the attitude that the Greeks and Nation- 
alists insisted against our wishes on continuing hostilities and that we do not 
propose to attempt to mediate until the fighting has ceased; that both 
parties are equally responsible for the resultant delay in the settlement of the 
Eastern Question which, however, cannot be dependent on the result of the 
present hostilities, the more so as the Constantinople Government has not 
been involved. As soon as one or the other belligerent approaches us with a 
request for our intervention or mediation we might be prepared to use our 
good offices in an attempt to terminate hostilities and, that accomplished, to 
invite Representatives of both Greece and Turkey to a conference with the 
Allies to discuss a final settlement based on previous Allied proposals. Pending 
this meeting, however, it would be useless to discuss the ultimate terms of 
settlement with either party to the present hostilities or with the Government 
of Constantinople. 

A reply on these lines could be addressed equally to Athens, Constantinople 
and Angora. 

D. G. OsBoRNE 


5 See No. 13, n. 6 and No. g1. 6 See Nos. 288, 317, 324. 
7 See Vol. XV, No. 88. 


338 


No. 328 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received August 3, 9.30 p.m.) 


No. 549 Telegraphic (E 8886/143/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, August 2, 1921, 4 p.m. 


Minister for Foreign Affairs accompanied by Hamid Bey! of Turkish Red 
Crescent called on me this afternoon. Latter is slippery and dangerous 
individual who was formerly German agent and is now stated to be French 
agent. 

Former said that Constantinople Government were most anxious that 
present hostilities in Asia Minor should cease as soon as possible. As I 
gathered that there was some hope at the back of his mind that His Majesty’s 
Government might take some action calculated to put a stop to the war I 
replied that while sympathizing with his desire for peace it was not sufficient 
for Turks to express that desire but to consider what practical steps could 
be taken to achieve end in view. Was Minister for Foreign Affairs speaking 
for Angora Government? 

Izzet Pasha then asked for some indication of maximum concessions which 
allies would be prepared to make to Turks. I reminded him of conference in 
London early this year and of recent discussions in Paris. Neither of these 
conferences had resulted in anything, but the first would give him an indi- 
cation of views of allied Governments. Allies had throughout been inspired 
by desire for peace. They had made advantageous proposals to Turkish 
delegation in London but these had at once been rejected by Angora 
Government whilst more (? recently) still Greeks had refused to entertain 
proposal for mediation.3 It seemed to me therefore, that Treaty of Sévres 
was, at present, basis of relations between allies and Turks. 

As language of Minister for Foreign Affairs and his companion was very 
vague I said that Turks both at Constantinople and at Angora (? should) in 
first place face situation brought about by recent Greek successes. Constanti- 
nople and Angora Governments ought then to agree about their destderata. 
(? It was) (? no) good making general statements of their desire for peace. 
Was Angora prepared to make peace on terms which might be called 
reasonable? Moreover in view of the way in which Bekir Sami had been 
thrown over by Angora Government‘ allies would probably wish to be 
convinced beforehand of good-faith of that Government in the event of any 
future dealings with them. Hitherto national assembly had taken its stand 
on national pact.5 I enquired whether my visitors considered this programme 
was still feasible in view of recent Greek successes. Hamid Bey replied he 
thought that Angora would certainly stick to that programme. I told him 
he was not looking facts in the face. 


t See No. 284, n. 4. 2 See Vol. XV, Chaps. II and V. 
3 See No. 327, nn. 3 and 4. + See Nos. 169, 185, 258, 263. 
5 See No. 91. 
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Izzet Pasha then said that he would reflect over our conversation and 
resume it the day after tomorrow. He seemed very depressed and I hear on 
all sides that Turks are very down in the mouth. 

Your Lordship will perceive that above conversation did not amount to 
much. It is merely an indication that Constantinople Government are 
groping about for a policy to meet present situation. I cannot say for certain 
whether they are acting at the request of Angora or not, but there is no doubt 
that the two Governments are in close contact. I hear from a good source 
that a change of Government at Constantinople is expected. It is believed 
that Mustapha Kemal has informed Izzet that nationalists want peace 
and that if Izzet becomes Grand Vizier they will fall into line and obey 
him. Izzet is said to have informed Sultan (? of this) (? but it is) (? necessary) 
to bear in mind that Izzet would be tempted to pose as the man to save the 
situation. 

Repeated to Athens No. 112. 


No. 329 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Mr. Rattigan (Constantinople) 
No. 468 Telegraphic [E 8697/22/44] 


Confidential FOREIGN OFFICE, August 2, 1921, II p.m. 


Your telegram No. 527! (of July 22nd. Position of General Harington). 

Our point of view is that General Harington is in no way responsible to 
the High Commissioners although he should keep in close touch with them 
and be at their disposal in a consultative capacity. 

He is free to act on his own initiative in all purely military questions and 
in matters affecting the safety of the allied troops and the maintenance of 
order and administration of martial law in the area under his command. 
He is responsible to the allied Governments through the Army Council in 
the case of His Majesty’s Government and in the case of the French and 
Italian Governments through the French and Italian Generals. The latter 
should be consulted on and kept fully informed of all his actions though 
their approval is not required. 

Before taking any definite decision, however, or approaching the French 
and Italian Governments I should be glad if Sir H. Rumbold would as soon 
as possible after his arrival? review the whole situation and telegraph his 


1 In this telegram, Mr. Rattigan stated: ‘French and Italian High Commissioners 
have received replies from their Governments to the effect that General Officer Command- 
ing should be considered under direct authority of Allied High Commissioners. . . . I would 
urge that this whole question should be examined by the three Governments with a view 
to arriving at a common decision.’ 

2 See No. 326, n. 1. 
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views, If the matter could be amicably settled on the spot I should be glad 
to be relieved of the necessity of taking it up officially at Paris and Rome. 


3 In a minute of July 31 to War Office letter 0152/5882 (M.I. 2) of July 28, enclosing 
copies of several communications (not printed) from General Harington concerning the 
question of the command, Lord Curzon had commented: ‘This dispute with its refinements 
and casuistries is becoming very fatiguing and ought to be terminated.’ 


No. 330 


Lord Granville (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received August 4, 1.30 p.m.) 
No. 435 Telegraphic [E 8924/143/44) 
ATHENS, August 3, 1921, 8 p.m. 

Greek papers announced yesterday morning that I had seen Minister for 
Foreign Affairs the day before and given him assurances that His Majesty’s 
Government would not object to Greek occupation of Constantinople; 
Minister for Foreign Affairs issued démenti last night adding that he had 
not even seen me but had appointment to see me this morning. 

I told him this morning that I had been thinking of speaking to him for 
some time past on this very subject on account of constant talk in all the 
papers of Greek seizure of Constantinople; I had hesitated to do so, as he had 
so frequently assured me that he had no influence on the Press and as I 
could not believe Greek Government themselves cherished any such ideas, 
but had been alarmed by interview given to the Press by the Chief of the 
General Staff (see my telegram No. 433') and by the language used by 
Greek High Commissioner at Constantinople to Mr. Rattigan.? I therefore 
thought it right to warn him that in my opinion talk of this nature was very 
undesirable as raising hopes in the Greek public doomed to disappointment 
and as creating very bad impression on the Allied Governments and Allied 
public opinion who would strongly resent any idea of Greek approach of 
Constantinople or area in Allied occupation. Minister for Foreign Affairs 
replied as usual that he had no influence on the Press, that he himself 
disapproved of the language used, and that he could only tell me that, so 
far as he knew, the question of advance on Constantinople had not yet been 
considered by the Greek Government. 

As this reply did not appear to me nearly satisfactory enough I told him 
that I preferred to tell him frankly that I had telegraphed warning to Your 
Lordship regarding the language of the Press and of private individuals 
suggesting that His Majesty’s Government would in their hearts be not 


t Of July 30, not printed. Colonel Pallis was reported to have said that ‘. .. Greece had 
acquired right to establish herself in whole country she had occupied, and to be recognized 
as guardian of freedom of Straits, and this right her army meant to insist on and was strong 
enough to do so.’ 

2 See No. 326. 
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averse to seeing Greek occupation of Constantinople, and that I had received 
instructions? not to make any official démarche but to speak to His Excellency 
personally as I had just done; that your instructions added however that 
if His Excellency’s reply was not sufficiently categorical I was to go further 
and give him clear warning that such an adventure would be disastrous 
to Greece as the Allies would not tolerate it and it would involve conflict 
between the Greeks and the Allied troops. Minister for Foreign Affairs was 
evidently properly impressed, took note of my words and while repeating 
that he did not think question had been considered by the Government said 
he would telegraph what I had said to the President of the Council. 

I have informed the Italian Minister and the French Chargé d’ Affaires of 
my conversation. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


3 See No. 325. 


No. 331 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recetved August 5, 2.45 p.m.) 


No. 552 Telegraphic [E 8973/143/44) 
CONSTANTINOPLE, August 4, 1921, 3.50 p.m. 


I saw Grand Vizier and Minister for Foreign Affairs separately yesterday. 

The former stated that he meant to send an emissary to Angora to ascertain 
conditions on which Nationalists would be ready to make peace. If Con- 
stantinople Government thought that these conditions were likely to prove 
acceptable both to Allies and to Greeks, Grand Vizier would approach the 
three allied Powers with a demand for intervention to put a stop to further 
hostilities. 

I told Grand Vizier that he would be well advised to give Nationalists a 
hint that it would be a waste of time to put forward extravagant pretensions. 

Grand Vizier stated that Constantinople Government did not know even 
now what view Angora Government takes of concessions made to them in 
London in March.’ He affirmed that Bekir Sami had fallen from office in 
consequence of his agreements with France and Italy? and not because of his 
attitude towards proposals made in London.3 

Minister for Foreign Affairs to whom I subsequently communicated 
substance of my conversation with Grand Vizier was far more vague in his 
statements as to intentions of Constantinople Government with regard to 
Angora and intervention. This proves that Grand Vizier does not exercise 
sufficient authority with his colleagues. Both Ministers however made it 
clear that Constantinople Government could not watch with folded hands 
further developments of struggle. 


1 See Vol. XV, No. 53, Appendix 2, No. 58, n. 3, and No. 59. 
2 See No. 63, n. 2, and No. 60, n. 4. 3 Cf. Nos. 169, 258, 263. 
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Whilst they are still depressed Turkish Government are gradually re- 
covering from dismay caused by initial reports of Greek successes. Both 
Grand Vizier and Minister for Foreign Affairs pointed out that Greeks had 
failed to encircle and trap Nationalist army which was still intact and would 
be withdrawn to East. They said that the only result of present campaign 
was that Greeks controlled a larger extent of territory. 

Whilst Grand Vizier was moderate, the language of Minister for Foreign 
Affairs showed that he still entertains exaggerated notion of concessions 
which should be made to Turks. This is all the more likely to be true of 
Nationalists who will only prove amenable when and if they sustain another 
defeat. Intervention would now therefore be premature. 

General Harington whom I have consulted on the military situation 
considers Greeks have, thanks to superior organisation, secured a considerable 
success amounting probably to 30% of a decisive victory. Morale of Greek 
army is in consequence high but the fact remains that Greeks have not 
inflicted (sic) the decisive success they anticipated. On the other hand Turks 
are in his opinion incapable of much further resistance and of a counter- 
offensive and will withdraw into the interior if seriously threatened. 

As far as General Harington’s information goes Greeks are preparing 
another offensive to capture Angora. Greeks informed him that their army 
wishes to capture Angora but it is not thought that Turks will fight for that 
town and it seems probable that Greeks will occupy it without loss. 

Grand Vizier does not believe in Bolshevik danger but Minister for Foreign 
Affairs professes to do so. Concentrations of Bolsheviks against Poland and 
Roumania have resulted in nothing and it is possible that they are incapable 
of operations outside their own country. At the same time it must be taken 
into consideration that Bolshevik Armies in Caucasus do exist and if driven 
to hunger and desperation may advance into Anatolia in order to find food 
there. 

Real fighting value of their troops is unknown. 

Repeated to Athens No. 113. 


No. 332 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 471 (E 8773/143/44)' 
FOREIGN OFFICE, August 4, 1921, 5.15 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 545? (July 30th. Capture of Turkish vessels). 
1. We can hardly dispute right of Greeks to seize Turkish vessels which as 
in this case were employed in Kemalist belligerent interests. I should prefer 


1 The draft only of this telegram is preserved in the Foreign Office archives. 

2 This telegram ran: ‘Greek man of war recently seized in Black Sea Turkish vessel on 
the ground of conveying war ammunition to Kemalist ports. Vessel was escorted through 
Dardanelles to Greek port.’ 
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not to commit myself as to whether Greeks are entitled to seize all Turkish 
vessels as such until point arises in practice. 

2. So long as Greek warships are allowed to pass the Straits their prizes 
may do the same. Articles 31 and 32 [stc] of 13th Hague Convention would 
be applicable. 

g. Captured persons and guns may be conveyed through the Straits. 
They may not cross the neutral zone by land as this must be regarded as 
neutral territory. 


3 The reference is presumably to articles 21 and 22. For the text of the Thirteenth Hague 
Convention of October 18, 1907, see B.F.S.P., vol. 100, pp. 448-54. See also The Proceedings 
of the Hague Peace Conferences, Conference of 1907, vol. 1 (New York, 1920), pp. 672-7. 


No. 333 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Hardinge (Paris) and to Mr. 
Kennard (Rome) 


No. 454! Telegraphic [E 8784/143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, August 4, 1921, 6 p.m. 


Reports have reached me of grave Moslem excesses in Anatolia against 
Christian inhabitants especially in the Pontine region.2, They include 
wholesale deportations and massacres differing only in scale from those of 
the war period. Though it is impossible to verify details there is no doubt 
that the Angora authorities are systematically pursuing the policy of exter- 
mination, and it is incumbent on the Allies to do everything they can to 
stop these barbarities. 

You should represent above facts to Government to which you are 
accredited and urge them to instruct their representative at Constantinople 
in conjunction with His Majesty’s representative to inform Angora that 
negotiations of any sort are impossible until these excesses cease.3 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 472. 


1 No. 454 to Paris, No. 343 to Rome. 

2 See No. 321, nn. 4 and 5. Further reports were transmitted in Mr. Rattigan’s despatch 
No. 715 of July 27, not printed. Copies of this despatch and its enclosures were transmitted 
by Lord Curzon to Mr. Montagu in a private letter of August 18 with the following com- 
ment: ‘It is this sort of action on the part of the Turks that makes it so difficult for us to 
accord the concessions that their Indian co-religionists demand on their behalf. It would 
be well your Indian friends were made acquainted with this side of the shield.’ 

3 Mr. Rattigan had made this suggestion in his despatch No. 715 of July 27 (see n. 2). 
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No. 334 


Lord Granville (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received August 5, 10 a.m.) 
No. 437 Telegraphic [E 8946/143/44] 
1921, 6.45 p.m. 

My telegram No. 435,.! Seer oregano eon 

Minister for Foreign Affairs called on me late last night to show me tele- 
gram written by the Associated press (? contain)-ing very accurate...? I had 
said to him and he to me. I assured him that the indiscretion had not come 
from His Majesty’s legation and I am sure he believed me. He intended to 
ask correspondent to suppress the telegram and asked me whether he might 
say I objected to publication. I replied that I could not go so far as that, but 
that he might say that I objected to publication of conversation between 
Minister for Foreign Affairs and myself without either his or my permission. 

French Chargé d’Affaires admits having told correspondent with whom 
he is intimate. I have protested and begged him not to repeat to press 
correspondents what I tell him as allied and intimate colleague. 

One opposition paper this morning publishes more or less correct state- 
ment of the allied views, presumably derived from the above source. Rest 
of the press continues to publish statements to the effect that England would 
not object to the occupation of Constantinople by the Greek army. 

t No. 330. 2 The text is here uncertain. 


No. 335 
The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Hardinge (Paris) and to 
Mr. Kennard (Rome) 
No. 459! Telegraphic [E 8924/143/44] 

FOREIGN OFFICE, August 5, 1921, 9 p.m. 
(Greek military policy and Constantinople). 
Please communicate to Government to which you are accredited substance 

of telegram No. 230 to Athens? and of Athens telegram No. 435.3 
™ No. 459 to Paris, No. 345 to Rome. 2 No. 325. 3 No. 330. 


No. 336 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Granville (Athens) 
No. 235 Telegraphic [E 8946/143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, August 6, 1921, 7 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 437' (of August 4th: Greece and Constantinople). 
While you could not do otherwise than act as you did, Minister for Foreign 
Affairs is clearly anxious to neutralize effect of your communication to him. 


t No. 334. 
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Its main object was to make allied position clear to Greek people, which 
according to last paragraph of your telegram 1s still being deluded by Greek 
press. 

You should point this out to Minister for Foreign Affairs and insist on 
publicity being given to our point of view. 


No. 337 


Letter from the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to the Italian Ambassador 
[E 8818 /143/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, August 6, 1921 
Your Excellency:— 

It has been represented to me! that the situation of the Christians in the 
district of Adalia may become extremely precarious in the event of the with- 
drawal of Italian warships from that harbour. I have no doubt that the 
Italian Government share the anxiety of His Majesty’s Government to do all 
that is possible for the protection of these persons and I therefore have the 
honour to enquire whether, if the Italian Government should withdraw 
their men-of-war from Adalia, they would entertain any objection to the 
appearance of a British warship at or near Adalia, should circumstances 
appear to render this a desirable precaution. 

I have &c., 
(For the Secretary of State) 
D. G. OsBoRNE 


t By Mr. A. T. Taylor, H.M. Consul at Rhodes, in his despatch No. 21 of July 18, not 
printed. 


No. 338 


Lord Granville (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received August 9, 3 p.m.) 


No. 442 Telegraphic [E 9080/143/44] 
ATHENS, August 8, 1921, 10.30 p.m. 


In view of press comments referred to in my telegram No. 440,' action in 
the sense of your telegram No. 235? appeared at first hardly necessary. 


1 Of August 6. This ran as follows: “Reuter telegram from London was published in press 
yesterday to the effect that Greek Government had been warned by allies that an advance 
on Constantinople would not be tolerated. 

‘Press comments to-day display distinct note of disappointment. It would be easier they 
state to finish the war by decisive action in that quarter than by pursuing the enemy to 
Angora or beyond. Without Constantinople honourable peace for Greece is impossible. Two 
Venezelist papers declare that England would have authorized the Greek advance on 
Constantinople but refrained from so doing in view of French and Italian opposition.’ 

2 No. 336. 
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Subsequent articles referred to in my immediately preceding telegram: 
however appeared to justify such action and attention of Minister for Foreign 
Affairs was called to the matter this morning. His Excellency considered 
that Reuter telegram published on August 5th had been sufficient, but 
agreed to publish statement with reference to my communication to him in 
order to make allied position clear to the Greek people. 


3 Athens telegram No. 441 of August 8, not printed. In this telegram Lord Granville 
reported that the Government paper, ‘Kathemerine’, did not attribute much importance to 
Reuter’s communiqué. 


No. 339 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recetved August 15) 


No. 742 [E 9286/143/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, August 9, 1921 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to report that The Sultan received me in private 
audience on Saturday the 6th instant. His Majesty began by enquiring 
whether I had suffered from the heat during the journey out here.! I replied 
that the heat wave in England had been very prolonged and had apparently 
extended to France. His Majesty then said that Turkey was so burnt up 
morally and materially that nobody in this part of the world troubled him- 
self about the temperature. 

2. I then delivered to The Sultan a message which The King had authorised 
me to give him to the effect that His Majesty hoped that The Sultan would 
soon reign over a united Turkey at peace with her neighbours. The 
Sultan expressed great gratification at The King’s message and enquired 
after His Majesty’s health, saying that Sovereigns took a natural interest in 
each other. He also said that he knew that The King and his Ministers 
had a sympathetic understanding of the Near Eastern question. 

3. The Sultan went on to say that those who were responsible for the 
present distress of Turkey amounted to only 10% of the total population. 

4. The Sultan asked why England had not intervened to stop the present 
hostilities once and for all. I said that I failed to perceive what practical 
means the Allies had of stopping the war in Asia Minor, or of coercing 
either the Greeks or the Nationalists. The Allies were heartily tired of war 
and disorder and desired peace above all things. 

5. The Sultan said that he was not a diplomatist but was convinced that 
the despatch of a couple of warships to Smyrna and of one or two other ships 
to the Aegean and Black Sea would be sufficient to bring the parties at 
present in conflict to reason. 

6. His Majesty asked how it was that Germany, a nation of 60 millions, 
obeyed the injunctions of the Allies, whilst a small country like Greece 


™ See No. 326, n. 1. 
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appeared able to defy them. I pointed out that Germany was a former 
enemy and was now disarmed whereas Greece had fought on our side towards 
the end of the war and possessed a considerable army. 

7. The Sultan then enquired whether he was to infer that the present 
hostilities were to continue indefinitely. If so, Anatolia would be completely 
destroyed and the whole country ruined. I said that I did not think that the 
war would continue indefinitely but that the moment for intervention did 
not seem to me to have come. I drew His Majesty’s attention to a telegram 
which had appeared in the Press a day or two previously reporting a state- 
ment of Mr. Chamberlain’s in the House of Commons? to the effect that the 
Allies were awaiting the proper moment for intervention. The Sultan received 
this information with considerable satisfaction. 

8. He then said that his Government had tried every means of getting 
into contact with the authorities at Angora and had failed. The Constanti- 
nople Government were now as a last resort sending Salih Pasha? to France 
and Italy to get into contact with Kemalist agents in those places. This 
statement has been confirmed to me from other sources. 

g. The Sultan showed me marked friendliness and courtesy throughout the 
interview. He excused himself for having mentioned the distress of his 
country to me and then said that he was a Turk of the old school. I replied 
that anything connected with His Majesty’s Empire and person was naturally 
of the greatest interest to myself. 

I have &c., 
Horace RumMBoip 


2 On July 27. See 145 H.C. Deb., 5 s. cols. 441-2. 3 See No. 99, n. 1. 


No. 340 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recetved August 10, 10.15 p.m.) 
No. 565 Telegraphic [E 9144/143/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, August 10, 1921, 5 p.m. 

Your despatch No. 806 of July 28th.! 

I am concerting with my colleagues for despatch of joint telegram to 
Angora respecting Christian deportations and massacres on line indicated. 
I had already taken opportunity of a semi-official Reuter telegram of August 
5th from London on this subject, to address a private letter to Grand Vizier 
drawing attention to lamentable effect on public opinion in England of 
these deportations and suggesting desirability of conveying a suitable warning 
to Angora Government. 

Grand Vizier has now replied that removal of all men capable of bearing 
arms was necessitated by Greek bombardment of Black Sea coast town and 
insurrectionary movement in Pontus. His Highness adds that enquiries are 


t No. 321. 
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being made of Mustapha Kemal as to some of the allegations made and that 
he will communicate result to me. 

United States High Commissioner on his own initiative has already made 
strong representations at Angora by telegraph in regard to deportations etc. 
Mustapha Kemal in his reply denies deportation of any persons except those 
capable of bearing arms. 

Copies of telegrams exchanged between United States High Commis- 
sioner and Mustapha Kemal are being sent you by bag to-day.? 

Repeated to Paris No. to. 


2 Not printed. These telegrams were transmitted to the Foreign Office under cover of 
Constantinople despatch No. 746 of August ro. 


No. 341 


Lord Granville (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received August 11, 10.50 a.m.) 
No. 446 Telegraphic (E 9157/143/44] 
ATHENS, August 10, 1921, 5 p.m. 

My telegram No. 441.! 

Yesterday evening press bureau published what purported to be a Reuter 
telegram from London to the effect that previous communiqué must not be 
taken as having any hostile intentions towards Greece, but object was to 
avoid misunderstandings between allies, especially as there was an idea in 
certain circles that, in spite of official declarations to the contrary, England 
was helping Greece. 

On being questioned by press on the subject, Minister for Foreign Affairs 
made the following statement which has been given wide publicity: 

‘All I know is that a few days ago British Minister called on me and 
declared to me in the name of his Government, that advance of Greek army 
on Constantinople could not be tolerated as the town was occupied by allied 
troops. He added that such an advance would involve conflict with allied 
troops.’2 

Repeated to Constantinople. 

t See No. 338, n. 3. 2 Cf. No. 330. 


No. 342 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 479 Telegraphic [E 9038/201 /44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, August 10, 1921, 10 p.m. 
Your despatch No. 717! (July 26th. Turkish finances). 


Proposals for sale of stores are approved. As regards legal justifica- 
tion a my telegram No. 459), in addition to that supplied by military 


t No. 318. 2 Of July 28, not printed. 
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occupation, I presume that stores are such as to be covered by Article 20 
of armistice, and ultimately by Articles 173, 187 or 195 of Treaty. 

Treasury agree that it is undesirable to use for Government expenses 
gold deposited at Ottoman Bank but they suggest that actual gold might be 
sold and proceeds retained in liquid form (preferably not Turkish currency) 
so as to earn interest and be available for any purpose subsequently decided 
on. You should suggest this to your allied colleagues. 

Objection is seen to Provisional Financial Commission assuming control 
proposed in paragraph 5 since this would allow Turkish Government to 
shift responsibility for present situation on to Allies. Pending entry into 
force of the treaty it does not seem possible to do more than urge Turkish 
Government in its own interest to support cordially reforms suggested by 
Commission, however thankless task must prove for Sir A. Block and his 
colleagues. You should put this as our view to French and Italian High 
Commissioners and telegraph again, if after reference to their Governments 
they take contrary view. 


No. 343 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recetved August 15) 


No. 745 [E 9288/143/44] 
August 10, 1921 
My Lord, 

With reference to my telegram No. 554 of the 6th instant, respecting the 
imprisonment in Constantinople of a number of Christians, who were 
accused by the Turks of being implicated in excesses in the Ismidt district, 
and the action taken by me with a view to obtaining their release,' I have the 
honour to transmit to Your Lordship herewith a copy of a memorandum,? 
which I caused to be handed to the Minister for Foreign Affairs by the 
Acting First Dragoman on the gth instant. Copies of this memorandum were 
also handed to the First Dragomans of the French and Italian High Com- 
missions as a basis for joint representations.3 

2. Your Lordship will see from it that the number of Christians at 
present in prison exceeds one hundred, the exact figures being one hundred 
and two. These figures are taken from the lists supplied by the authorities of 
the prisons, in which the Christians are imprisoned, and are checked by 


! In this telegram Sir H. Rumbold stated that, as he had reason to believe that some of 
the persons arrested had never been near the scene of the outrages, he had (since the end of 
May) protested several times to the Grand Vizier and Minister for Foreign Affairs with the 
result that some of the prisoners had been released. 

2 Not printed. 

3 Inthe telegram under reference, No. 554, Sir H. Rumbold had reported: ‘My colleagues 
have agreed to support me in my representations though they have never hitherto shown any 
interest in that or similar questions and Armenians and Greeks have consequently given up 
applying to them.’ 
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comparison with the lists furnished by the Greek and Armenian Patriarchates. 
Mr. Matthews put before Izzet Pasha the usual arguments, that the arrests, 
or at least most of them, were based upon unsupported denunciations and 
were vindictive, that the treatment meted out to these Christians was 
calculated still further to inflame racial animosity, and that, after all, the 
alleged excesses had taken place in Kemalist territory, over which the 
Constantinople Government claimed that it exercised no jurisdiction or 
control. Izzet Pasha stated that he had already heard these arguments, with 
the exception of the last one, which was new to him. He promised however, 
to make enquiries at the Ministry of War and communicate the result to me 
as soon as possible. 

g. With regard to the last paragraph, of the memorandum, respecting 
the reported deportation of a number of Greeks from Adalia on the 15th 
ultimo, and the deportation of 300 Greeks from Trebizond to the interior 
on the 21st idem, (my telegram No. 559 of the 8th instant to Your Lordship),* 
the Minister for Foreign Affairs stated that he could take no action, as he 
was not in communication with the Anatolian Government. In view of this 
attitude on the part of the Minister for Foreign Affairs, and as soon as my 
Colleagues have received the instructions foreshadowed in Your Lordship’s 
telegram, No. 454 to Paris of the 4th instant,’ repeated to Rome and Con- 
stantinople, it will probably be necessary for us to address the Authorities 
at Angora direct. 

I have, &c., 
Horace RumBoLp 


¢ Not printed. 5 No. 333. 


No. 344 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 482 Telegraphic [E 9082/22/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, August 11, 1921, 4 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 558 (of August 8th.! Allied Command) and your 
telegram No. 560 (of August gth).? 

If both General Harington and you attach importance to having our view 
formally accepted by French and Italians and if you both do not think that 
in practice you can now get what you want without such formal acceptance, 
you may discuss my telegram No. 4683 with your French and Italian col- 
leagues, making it clear that His Majesty’s Government regard the view 
explained in that telegram as the only possible one, if, as they certainly 
understand, the Supreme Allied Command at Constantinople was expressly 
conferred on General Harington in order to strengthen Allied front there. 


t This ran: ‘May I now approach my colleagues on the lines of your telegram No. 468 


[No. 329]?” 
2 Not printed. 3 No. 329. 
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No. 345 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 486 Telegraphic [E 9145/143/44]' 
FOREIGN OFFICE, August 12, 1921, 6 p.m. 


(Supreme Council decisions regarding Turkey.) 

Following is summary of proceedings of Supreme Council at morning 
sitting August roth.? 

Discussing neutrality Prime Minister stated that he considered that we 
had gone too far and that unless we followed old interpretation of neutrality 
and allowed private firms to supply arms to either party we should, when 
time for mediation came, lose last vestige of influence with Greeks on whom 
peace now depended rather than Turks. Resolution? contained in Paris 
telegram No. 589‘ was agreed to. 

M. Briand raised question of Greek naval base at Constantinople. Prime 
Minister pointed out that to close base would amount to taking steps against 
Greece since it would prevent Greece from delivering decisive blow. He 
considered it inopportune to raise question. Subject was dropped. 

With regard to mediation Secretary of State expressed opinion that two 
attempts’ having failed the third should only be made when moment was 
clearly favourable. At present Greeks appeared even less amenable than 
before and Angora Turks not more so. We should hold our hand until we 
receive another request for mediation and should avoid being drawn into 
stating terms to Constantinople Government. It was unanimously agreed 
that while reserving their discretion to offer mediation between Greece 
and Turkey at a suitable juncture, the allied and associated Governments 
are of opinion that the moment has not yet arrived when such intervention 
can be attempted with advantage. 

Prime Minister suggested that each Ally should make preliminary 
unofficial enquiries as to intentions of both belligerents. We had torn up 
Treaty of Sévres. Greeks would probably now demand better terms. Straits 


t The draft only of this telegram is preserved in the Foreign Office archives. 

2 For the records of the proceedings of the Third Paris Conference of August 8-13, see 
Vol. XV, Chap. VI. For the morning sitting of August 10, see No. 94. 

3 Ibid., p. 654. 

¢ Of August 10. This ran: ‘Following from Prime Minister for Mr. A. Chamberlain. 
‘Following resolution was taken by Supreme Council this morning in regard to supply of 
war material to Greeks: it was agreed to continue an attitude of strict neutrality in war 
between the Turks and Greeks, that is to say, the Governments agree not to intervene in the 
struggle with assistance of any kind, whether in form of troops, arms or credit, it being 
understood that above suggestion in no way infringes rights of private firms to freedom of 
trade. Ends. Please take all administrative steps required to remove existing embargo 
on supply of war material to Greeks by private firms and arrange that leading armament 
firms may be informed of this. 

Ends.’ 

5 i.e. the attempts made in March and June. 
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could not be left in hands of Turks. Allied Military Council should be 
consulted as to Allied military forces necessary to keep Straits open. It was 
doubtful whether British taxpayer would continue to bear present expendi- 
ture. M. Briand was doubtful of permanence of Greek success which if it 
did not become decisive soon might be dangerous to Greeks. He deprecated 
precipitate action. Straits were a world question which could not be settled 
by Greeks. 

It was agreed: 

(a) That each of the allied and associated Powers undertake to use such 
informal means as are available to them to ascertain the real intentions of 
the belligerents and to interchange information on the subject. 

(6) To refer to the military representative at Versailles in consultation 
with other military naval and air representatives for immediate considera- 
tion and report question of what inter-allied forces would be necessary to 
guarantee the freedom of the Straits. 


No. 346 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received August 13, 11.55 a.m.) 


No. 569 Telegraphic [E 9237/201/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, August 12, 1921, 8.25 p.m. 


Following is an identic telegram from three allied High Commissioners to 
their Governments, begins:— 

At a meeting held on August 5th at British High Commission members 
of Provisional Financial Commission of Control made representations to 
allied High Commissioners on the subject of difficulties which they en- 
countered in endeavouring to carry out mandate entrusted to them and to 
ensure the equilibrium of the budget of the Ottoman Government of Con- 
stantinople. They submitted memorandum dated August 4th containing 
concrete proposals! for extension of their powers which are briefly as follows:— 

1. That all inspectors of finance should be placed under Provisional 
Financial Commission. 

2. That all departments and administrations should establish budget 
expenditure for six months beginning September Ist to be examined before 
definitely adopted by a mixed commission composed of delegates appointed 
by Minister of Finance in agreement with Provisional Financial Commission. 

g. That controllers of authorised expenditure should be appointed in 
all administrations on proposal and indications of Provisional Financial 
Commission. 

That collection and administration of all dues and taxes in Constanti- 
nople and (? province)-s should be insured for account of Government by 


1 Cf. No. 318. 
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Provisional Financial Commission which should have right to modify 
organisation of collecting services in agreement with the Government. 

Porte should also be requested to appoint as soon as possible a delegate 
authorised to study in agreement with Provisional Financial Commission 
preparation of finance law or laws to be promulgated for application of 
above principles. 

High Commissioners considered that in virtue of authority vested in them 
by armistice and in the interests of public order it was their duty to accept 
responsibility for pressing upon Porte adoption of proposed measures. 
Unless therefore the three Governments see any objection allied High 
Commissioners propose to address note to Porte in the above sense. Ends. 

I should be glad of a reply by telegraph. 


2 As explained in Constantinople telegram No. 571 of August 13, not printed, this tele- 
gram had been despatched before the receipt of Foreign Office telegram No. 479 (No. 342). 


No. 347 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 488 Telegraphic [E 9132/143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, August 12, 1921, 9 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 562! (August gth. Sale of railway material). 

It is difficult to decide until we know precisely what material Greeks 
require. It must be remembered that we agreed to War Office selling at 
Constantinople to either belligerent surplus stores not on export prohibition 
list in Board of Trade Journal of March 31st? and in despatch No. 8533 now 
being sent to you in reply to your despatch No. 711,4 we lay it down that 
during present hostilities contraband should be considered to consist of 
articles on this list. 

This policy is inconsistent with strict neutrality according to which of 
course neutral Governments, as opposed to private persons, should not 
supply articles of military value to belligerents, but owing to unusual situation 
it has been impossible to maintain absolutely consistent attitude. 

We feel that it would be of no advantage to change policy now and refuse 
to sell this railway material unless, of course, we can claim that principal 
allies want it for themselves. Please discuss this aspect of matter, however, 
with General Harington. 

Repeated to Athens No. 238. 


1 This telegram, not printed, referred to Foreign Office telegram No. 476 of August 6, not 
printed, in which Sir H. Rumbold was asked to identify the railway material referred to in 
Constantinople telegram No. 546 (i.e. No. 326). In this telegram, No. 562, Sir H. Rumbold 
replied: ‘Material is presumably that acquired by military control [of] Anatolian railway 
from working profits and now stored at Haidar Pasha.’ 

2 See No. 130, n. 10. 

3 Not printed. See No. 360, n. 1, below. ¢ Of July 26, not printed. 
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No. 348 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recetved August 14, 3 p.m.) 


No. 573 Telegraphic [E 9244/132/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, August 13, 1921, 11.55 p.m. 


I understand that one or two British prisoners who are in the hands of 
Kemalists, such as Colonel Rawlinson and Campbell,! are feeling the effects 
of their prolonged detention and that it is desirable to endeavour to secure 
their release as soon as possible. May I authorize General Harington to 
propose to Angora authorities through best channel at his command exchange 
of remaining British prisoners in the hands of Kemalists for 24 Turks re- 
maining out of 64 we originally agreed to release.2 It would be stipulated 
that Turks would be released as soon as British prisoners had been brought 
down to a Black Sea port and handed over to a British ship.3 

Nationalists may very well insist on an all for all exchange including Turks 
now detained at Malta in connection with massacres etc.* 

1 See No. 161, n. 3. 2 See No. 104. 

3 In his telegram No. 489 of August 16, Lord Curzon replied: ‘Certainly you may author- 


ize this proposal; it would only be carrying out the agreement.’ 
4 Cf. No. 279. 


No. 349 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
and Lord Granville (Athens) 
No. 490 Telegraphic LE 9418/143/44]? 
FOREIGN OFFICE, August 17, 1921, 6 p.m. 


My tel. No. 486 (of August 12.3 Greco-Turk hostilities.) 

Please keep me informed of anything reliable that you may ascertain 
from any source as to the true intentions of the belligerents but do not 
directly approach the Gov[ermen]t to which you are accredited on the 
subject. 


! No. 490 to Constantinople, No. 239 to Athens. 
2 The draft only of this telegram is preserved in the Foreign Office archives. 
3 No. 345. 


No. 350 
The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Granville (Athens) 
No. 240 Telegraphic [E 9419/143/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, August 17, 1921, 9 p.m, 


Continued rumours and reports of Greek ambitions with regard to Con- 
stantinople seem to render it desirable that on a suitable occasion you should 
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repeat! with even greater emphasis your warning that Greek Government is 
exceedingly ill-advised to indulge in these ambitions and will not be per- 
mitted to gratify them. 

In debate in House of Commons yesterday Mr. Asquith, speaking for 
Liberal party, deplored continued fighting between Greeks and Turks as a 
blot and a scandal, pursued for no world purposes or great ideals.2_ Mr. 
Shaw,3 speaking on behalf of the Labour party, was no less explicit. The 
attitude of these spokesmen of the two branches of Liberal opinion show that 
Greece, if she pitches her expectations too high, will run risk of alicnating 
all her friends in this country. 


t Cf. Nos. 330 and 338. 2 See 146 H.C. Deb. 55, col. 1246. 
3 M.P. for Preston. 


No. 351 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received August 22) 
No. 763 [E 9550/1 /44) 
CONSTANTINOPLE, August 17, 1921 
My Lord, 

Since the conversations which I held with the Grand Vizier and Izzet 
Pasha, recorded in my despatches No. 739 of the 6th August! and No. 742 of 
the 9th August,? there have been no developments of importance in the 
situation here. 

2. Faik Nuzhet Bey has been appointed Minister of Finance in the place of 
Abdullah Bey, who has resigned. The new Minister was Under-Secretary of 
State at the Ministry of Finance about a year or eighteen months ago, when 
he became Minister of Finance for a few days. I understand that he has been 
a Financial Inspector at the Ministry of Finance. No political significance 
is attached to this change in the Cabinet. 

3g. The Constantinople Government are awaiting the result of the military 
operations in Anatolia, which were resumed on the 14th instant by the 
advance of the Greek troops in the direction of Angora. 

4. The Constantinople Government are as obstructive as ever in opposing 
the measures designed to put their finances on a better footing,3 and in 
general may be said to be imbued with chauvinistic feelings and have for 
the moment forgotten the depression caused by the first Greek successes. 

5. An observer cannot fail to be struck by the entire inability of the Turkish 
Government to appreciate the situation or to take steps to better their own 
position. They seem content to drag on a miserable existence, living from 
hand to mouth. This is due mainly to two causes, namely, fear of Angora, 
and the fact that there is not a single man of prominence in the Cabinet or 
outside it. 


' Not printed. See No. 328. 2 No. 339. 
3 Cf. No. 346, and No. 352, below. 
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6. The Grand Vizier, whilst capable of resisting proposals, is too old to 
put through any reforms. The Minister for Foreign Affairs openly proclaims 
that he is only a soldier and knows nothing of diplomacy. Discussions with 
these persons are therefore unprofitable and the High Commissioners are 
reduced to wondering how long the crazy machine can continue to work. 

I have, &c., 
Horace RuMBOLD 


No. 352 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Keldeston 
(Recewved August 22) 
No. 764 [E 9551 /201/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, August 17, 192I 
My Lord, 

The despatches in which this High Commission has from time to time 
transmitted statements drawn up by the Provisional Financial Commission 
of Control will have kept Your Lordship informed of the state of the finances 
of this country. 

After a labour of some eight or nine months, the Financial Control Com- 
mission came to the conclusion that they could no longer undertake their 
mission with any prospect of satisfactory results unless more drastic measures 
were adopted vis-a-vis the Turkish Government in the direction of forcing 
the latter, under threat of depriving them of the direct administration of 
the finances of their country, to adopt the measures which have been urged 
on them from time to time by the High Commissioners and the Financial 
Commission of Control. 

Briefly speaking, these measures consisted mainly of cutting down the 
superfluous Turkish officials and thereby effecting a monthly saving of three 
hundred thousand Turkish pounds,' and that the Turkish Government 
should return to the 11 per cent ad valorem tariff.2 The Turkish Govern- 
ment however have been deaf to both proposals. They have followed, and 
still follow, a Micawber-like policy which has been encouraged by the 
receipt of various wind-falls which have enabled them up to the present to 
pay their officials, though greatly in arrears. These wind-falls have however 
come to an end and there will in future be a steady and rapidly accumu- 
lating series of monthly deficits. 

In these circumstances the Provisional Financial Commission approached 
the High Commissioners as indicated in Mr. Rattigan’s despatch No. 717 
of July 27th,3 and in my telegram No. 569 of August 12th,* with a view to 
the adoption of measures which might yet save the situation. But it did not 
escape me that a proposal that the Provisional Financial Commission should 


t See No. 197. 2 See No. 312. 
3 No. 318. This despatch was dated July 26. 4+ No. 346. 


357 


collect and administer the land tax, the customs and the temettu,’ might 
almost amount to the creation of a second Egypt, to be managed this time 
by three Powers instead of by one. It is difficult to conceive of a more 
dangerous experiment. Your Lordship’s objection® to the assumption by 
the Provisional Financial Commission of duties which would allow the 
Turkish Government to shift the responsibility for the present distressful 
condition of the Turkish Treasury on to the Allies did not therefore come as 
a surprise. 

I have discussed the whole question with Sir Adam Block, and will, for 
my part, do what I can to get the Turkish Government to take steps, even 
at this late hour, to reduce their expenditure and increase their receipts, 
but it is doubtful whether they will do so even under the stress of circum- 
stances. 

There is nothing more difficult than to increase the receipts of the Turkish 
Exchequer. As an instance of a municipal tax which on its face seems to be 
perfectly free from objection, I would quote the proposed licence on motor- 
cars. Owners of cars use the roads and cut them up. In practice, however, 
it would be very difficult to apply such a tax, for, even if the Nationals of 
the three Allied Powers were authorised to pay it, it would undoubtedly be 
difficult to get the Greeks and Americans into line. The High Commis- 
sioners have to deal not only with their own nationals but with different 
categories of Powers. There are for instance the Powers who have never 
been at war with Turkey and are therefore in full diplomatic relations with 
her. There are the states created as the result of the war, whose nationals 
tend to claim the privileges of allied subjects. Briefly, it is a tangle for which 
I know no parallel. 

The financial prospects are therefore gloomy. I am aware that similar 
apprehension was expressed just after the conclusion of the Armistice, and 
that the Turkish Government have nevertheless managed to carry on ever 
since. But as time passes and the receipts of the Turkish Government 
diminish, the question becomes increasingly serious. The General Officer 
commanding the Allied Forces presses for the punctual payment of the 
gendarmerie and police and of the priority services in the interests of the 
maintenance of order and security. It will not be possible to pay these 
services punctually in future. 

I have addressed Your Lordship on this question in general terms, but I 
propose shortly to forward a statement showing the expenditure and receipts 
of the Constantinople Government month by month for some time past. 

I have &c., 
Horace RuMBOLD 


5 Professional tax. 6 See No. 342. 
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No. 353 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewed August 22) 
No. 767 [E 9553/22/44] 
Confidential CONSTANTINOPLE, August 17, 1921 
My Lord, 

As I had the honour to report in my telegram No. 577,' I invited the 
French and Italian High Commissioners to meet General Harington and 
myself at this High Commission on the 15th instant. I then communicated 
to my two colleagues the opinion of His Majesty’s Government with regard 
to General Harington’s powers and position vis-a-vis the Allied High 
Commissioners.? I made it clear that His Majesty’s Government regarded 
their view as the only possible one if, as they certainly understood, General 
Harington had been entrusted with the Supreme Allied Command in order 
to strengthen the Allied front at Constantinople. General Pellé endorsed 
this latter statement. 

Both my colleagues took exception to the view that General Harington is 
in no way responsible to the High Commissioners. They quite agreed that 
he was free to act on his own initiative in all purely military questions and 
they disclaimed any desire to interfere with his discretion in these matters. 
But if he were to be responsible for all matters affecting the safety of the 
Allied troops and the maintenance of order, and the administration of 
martial law in the area under his command, there was no question in which 
he could not interfere if he wished to do so. Sanitary measures, for instance, 
affected the health of the troops and yet these had hitherto been dealt with 
by the High Commissioners. Then again there was the question of the 
Interallied Police. They could not admit that General Harington could 
exercise executive command over that force. They instanced the recent 
arrests of Bolsheviks by General Harington without previous consultation 
with them as a case in which he had clearly exceeded his duties.3 

In speaking of these arrests, the Italian High Commissioner said that if 
anything in the nature of a revolutionary or subversive movement were 
discovered at Constantinople, it would obviously be the duty of General 
Harington to act. I pointed out that what had happened in the case of the 
Bolsheviks was precisely of the character indicated by the Marquis Garroni 
and that General Harington had had every justification for his action, but 
my Italian colleague either would not or could not see this point. 

The Italian High Commissioner developed the thesis that the High 
Commissioners were the supreme authority at Constantinople and con- 
stituted the de facto Government of this country. As such, the Army of 
Occupation was necessarily subordinate to them. He appeared to consider 
that the assumption by General Harington of the Supreme Command had 
modified, to the disadvantage of the Allied Commissioners, the relations 


t Of August 17, not printed. 2 See Nos. 329 and 344. 3 See No. 282. 
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which had hitherto existed between the three Allied Generals and the three 
High Commissioners. 

I replied that nothing had been modified. It was questionable whether 
the three High Commissioners did constitute the de facto Government of 
this country. A Turkish Government existed and carried on the govern- 
ment of Constantinople and its neighbourhood, whilst the High Commis- 
sioners urged measures on that Government and in certain police and 
sanitary matters took direct action. It would be difficult, if not impossible, 
to define the exact powers of the High Commissioners, since in the course of 
time and owing to the prolonged duration of the Armistice, they had, 
perhaps involuntarily, assumed powers which they would never have thought 
of assuming at the time of the Armistice. 

I may mention at this point that the Italian High Commissioner invokes 
the Armistice as it suits him. As regards the question of the Supreme Allied 
Command, he contends that the three Allied Governments are really in a 
state of peace with Turkéy and that the Armistice is a mere fiction. On the 
other hand, he recognises that the powers of the High Commissioners are 
based on the Armistice. He tries to have it both ways. He finally pointed 
out that in every constitutional country the military was subordinate to the 
civil power. 

After the Italian High Commissioner had gone over familiar ground and 
repeated in very indifferent French arguments which are well known to 
General Harington and myself, I said that it was necessary to recognise that 
we were here under Armistice conditions, and that there was an Army of 
Occupation which constituted an authority side by side with that of the 
High Commissioners. There was no comparison between the relations 
existing between civil and military authorities at Constantinople and those 
prevailing between these authorities say in Italy or in England. One thing 
was certain, and that was that if there were no Army of Occupation here, 
the High Commissioners would never have been able to put through the 
various measures which they have put into force. 

I then asked General Harington to make a statement. 

General Harington repudiated all idea of encroaching on the duties of the 
High Commissioners or of mixing himself up in political questions. He gave 
instances of the manner in which he proposed to exercise his functions and 
it was clear that his statement impressed my Allied colleagues very favourably. 

Finally, I said that it would seem desirable to reach some solution on 
the spot rather than have to refer the whole question to our respective 
Governments. I then proposed the formula* which I telegraphed to Your 

4 The formula was: ‘While French and Italian High Commissioners dissent from 
principle that General Harington is not responsible to allied High Commissioners and hold 
that assumption by him of supreme command has not affected the powers or curtailed in 
any way the functions of High Commissioners, they are nevertheless in view of General 
Harington’s declaration of manner in which he intends to interpret his duties quite ready 
to rely on system in force since General Harington took over supreme command. French 


and Italian High Commissioners reserve to themselves the right to raise question again 
should General Harington in their view exceed his functions.’ In his private telegram of 
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Lordship in my above mentioned telegram. My French and Italian 
colleagues and General Harington expressed themselves satisfied with this 
formula, and I trust that matters will now run smoothly. Should there be 
friction however, I do not hesitate to say that it will be due to the desire of 
my French or Italian colleagues, preferably the latter, to seek for causes of 
complaint. 

There is no doubt that the assumption by General Harington of the 
Supreme Command was a great blow to my French and Italian colleagues. 
The latter appear to be looking for trouble between the Supreme Command 
and themselves. They were also unfavourably impressed by a letter ad- 
dressed by General Harington to the War Office of the 6th ultimo,’ and 
communicated to them by Mr. Rattigan, in which he gives a definition of 
the responsibilities of a General commanding an Army of Occupation and 
defines the duties of a High Commissioner. I have pointed out to General 
Harington that, in practice, the High Commissioners at Constantinople 
exercise considerably more extended powers than he has stated, but this 
particular paragraph‘ gave umbrage to my colleagues who professed to see in 
it an indication of the spirit in which General Harington meant to interpret 
his new duties. They were firmly convinced that he intended to clip their 
wings and to encroach on their sphere of activity. But I am hopeful that we 
have succeeded in effacing this impression and that the French and Italian 
High Commissioners are now satisfied that General Harington has no such 
intention. 

I have, &c., 
Horace RumsBo_p 


August 24, Lord Curzon expressed his gratitude to Sir H. Rumbold ‘for having so tactfully 
and successfully disposed of this difficulty’. 

Ss This letter (C. R. 44861/L.) was communicated by the War Office to the Foreign Office 
in their letter 0152/5882 (M.I. 2) of July 28. 

6 General Harington had stated: ‘If I am to deal satisfactorily with the position I must 
be Military Governor upon my individual responsibility and controlled only by the Army 
Council while the High Commissioners must continue to be diplomatic representatives of 
their Governments.’ 


No. 354 


Letter from Mr. Osborne to the Secretary to the Admiralty 
[E 9445/143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, August 18, 1921 
Sir, 

I am directed by the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to state, for the 
information of the Lords Commissioners of the Admiralty, that he concurs 
in the proposal of the Commander in Chief Mediterranean, contained in 
his telegram No. 443 of August 17th,! to take measures for the seizure of 


! The telegram ended: ‘On receipt of definite information that transfer has taken place 
I propose to take measures for seizure of these vessels.’ 
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certain naval units which it is believed that the Russian authorities propose 
to hand over to the Turkish Nationalists. 


Iam, &c., 
D. G. OsBoRNE 
No. 355 
Record by Sir E. Crowe of a conversation with M. Gennadios' 
[C 16696/16062/19] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, August 18, 1921 


Monsieur Gennadius [sic] came to see me to-day, having received from 
Sir Francis Elliot? a statement of the views which we had conveyed to him: 
in regard to the difficulties standing in the way of Monsieur Gennadius being 
received under existing conditions as Greek Minister at this Court. 

I said that I could, to my regret, add nothing to the views already ex- 
pressed. The recent conference of the Allies at Parist had, as he had no 
doubt seen from the newspapers, produced no actual change in the attitude 
of the Powers in regard to the question of King Constantine’s recognition. 
Monsieur Gennadius said he quite understood the situation, and he begged 
me to convey to Lord Curzon his warm appreciation of the kind way in 
which His Lordship referred to Monsieur Gennadius personally. He was, in 
the circumstances, quite prepared to wait. 

Meanwhile he desired to give me an explanation on a point which we had 
casually touched upon in our last interview.’ I had asked him whether it 
was the case, as had been reported to us, that, according to the attitude taken 
up by King Constantine, His Majesty claimed to have been in possession of 
the throne ever since his first accession, thus implying that he did not recog- 
nise the occupancy of the throne by his son Alexander, during the latter’s 
short reign. I had pointed out that if this claim were maintained, it naturally 
created great difficulty in regard to all the acts done, and treaties signed, by 
Monsieur Venizelos’s Government, whose full powers were derived from 
King Alexander. 

Monsieur Gennadius now told me that this question had been discussed 
with the American Government,® but that the Greek government had since 
last November on several occasions declared that they respected and main- 
tained all the acts and engagements of the Greek administration during the 
reign of King Alexander, ‘who exercised effectively the Royal powers’. 


t Formerly Greek Minister in London (September 1917—December 1918). 

2 Lord Granville’s predecessor as H.M. Minister at Athens. He had called at the Foreign 
Office to see Sir E. Crowe on August 5 with a message from M. Gennadios, who said that he 
had been asked by the Greek Government whether he would be willing to resume the post 
of Greek Minister in London and that he wished to know whether the appointment would 
be welcome to His Majesty’s Government. 

3 In a private letter of Sir E. Crowe to Sir F. Elliot of August 8, not printed. 

4 Of August 8-13. For a record of the proceedings, see Vol. XV, Chap. VI. 

S There is no record in the Foreign Office archives of a previous interview with M. 
Gennadios. 

6 See F.R.U.S. 1920, vol. ii, pp. 705-10 and 1921, vol. ii, pp. 138-50. 
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Monsieur Gennadius seemed to think that this declaration would entirely 
dispose of the particular difficulty I had referred to and he begged me to 
have it placed on record, which I promised to do. 

Monsieur Gennadius then went on to speak of the difficulties which had 
been placed in the way of the Greek government as regards financial assist- 
ance from London. He said the Greek National Bank had endeavoured to 
obtain a banking credit of several millions and had met with gratifying 
response from Lloyds Bank and the Bank of New Zealand, but that, at the 
last moment, the Bank of England intervened and put a veto on the trans- 
action. Monsieur Gennadius was: anxious to explain that this was not a 
credit sought by the Greek government: it was required for ordinary com- 
mercial purposes, such as the supply of wheat and other necessaries.’ 
Moreover, the credits would not in fact be touched but would remain 
standing in the banks in London. He expressed the hope that a word might 
be said to the Bank of England that there was no objection on the part of 
the British government, for political reasons, to a transaction of this kind. He 
felt sure that on the receipt of such an intimation the matter would at once 
go through, as the commercial credits were well secured by substantial 
Greek guarantees. 

I asked Monsieur Gennadius whether, as a matter of fact, the objection 
raised by the Bank of England dated from before or after the recent meeting 
of the Supreme Council in Paris* and he said it was before the meeting. I 
promised to ascertain from the Treasury what the position was and let him 
know.® 


7 See No. 323. 

8 On September 3, Sir E. Crowe wrote to M. Gennadios as follows: ‘. . . 2. I am now 
informed by the Treasury that whatever action may have been taken in the matter by the 
Bank of England was taken on their own responsibility in the normal course, and was not 
based upon any instructions from Government Departments. 

*3. It appears that the action of the Bank of England was confined to an intimation of their 
objections to the placing of short-term bills or other short-term securities of the Greek 
Government on the London market, as distinct from a loan for a longer period, such as 
twenty years or more. 

*4. I gather that these objections, which have already been tested publicly by the Treasury, 
are based on technical financial considerations and have no political aspect.’ 
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The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Hardinge (Paris) 


No. 2275 [E 9489/143/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, August 19, 1921 

My Lord, 
With reference to my despatch No. 2665 of the 5th August, 1920,' and 
to other correspondence relative to the application of the Arms Traffic 


t Not printed. 
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Convention,? and in particular of article 6 (2) thereof, whereby the importa- 
tion of arms and ammunition into certain territories, including pre-war 
Asiatic Turkey, is prohibited, I have to draw your Excellency’s attention to the 
resolution taken by the Allied Governments at Paris on the roth instant} to 
the effect that the Allied attitude of strict neutrality in the war between 
Turkey and Greece in no way infringes the rights of private firms to 
freedom of trade (see your telegram No. 587 of the roth August).* 

2. His Majesty’s Government have decided that this resolution must be 
taken to override the agreement between His Majesty’s Government and 
the French, Italian, Japanese and Belgian Governments to apply the terms 
of the Arms Traffic Convention so far as the importation of arms, &c., into 
Asia Minor is concerned,$ and they therefore intend to issue licences for the 
export to Greece or to the Kemalists of all arms, ammunition and similar 
goods enumerated in the prohibition export list which was published in the 
‘Board of Trade Journal’ of the 31st March last.6 His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment do not, however, intend to grant any licences for the export of poison 
gas shells to either belligerent. 

3. To avoid all possibility of misunderstanding, I shall be glad if you will 
inform the French Government of the attitude adopted by His Majesty’s 
Government, which appears to be the only possible one if the principle of 
neutrality is not to be infringed.’ 

4. A similar despatch is being addressed to His Majesty’s Ambassadors at 
Rome® and Brussels,? and His Majesty’s Ambassador at Tokyo is being 
similarly instructed by telegraph.'° 

Iam, &c., 
CuRZON OF KEDLESTON 


2 Of September 10, 1919. Cmd. 414 of 1919. 

3 See Vol. XV, pp. 652-5. See also No. 345. 

+ This telegram transmitted for the Cabinet a report on the discussions of the Supreme 
Council on August ro at Paris. For these discussions, see Vol. XV, No. 94. 

S See No. 130, nn. 11 and 12. 

6 See No. 130, n. 10. 

7 Lord Hardinge carried out this instruction in a Note of August 24 to the French 
Government, not printed. The French Government replied in a Note of September 17, 
transmitted to the Foreign Office in Paris despatch No. 2608 of September 19, not printed. 
This Note stated: ‘. . . le Gouvernement frangais estime, en plein accord avec le Gouverne- 
ment de Sa Majesté, qu’en attendant la mise en vigueur de la Convention du 10 septembre 
1919, il n’y a pas lieu d’en appliquer les stipulations 4 l’Asie Mineure.’ 

8 Foreign Office despatch No. 699 of August 19, not printed. Referring to this despatch, 
Mr. Kennard (in Rome despatch No. 693 of September 6, not printed) reported: ‘I have 
now received a Note from the Minister for Foreign Affairs stating that the Italian Govern- 
ment entirely share the views of His Majesty’s Government in regard to this matter, and 
that the necessary instructions in accordance with those views have already been given to 
the competent Italian authorities.’ 

9 Foreign Office despatch No. 609 of August 19, not printed. Belgium had not been 
represented at the Meeting of the Supreme Council on August 10. 

10 Foreign Office telegram No. 172 of August 19 to Tokyo, not printed. 
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No. 357 


Lord Granville (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewved August 21, 3.20 p.m.) 
No. 460 Telegraphic [E 9516/143/44] 
ATHENS, August 20, 1921, 3.15 p.m. 

My immediately preceding telegram.! 

In the course of conversation yesterday Minister for Foreign Affairs 
remarked that he considered it very important that there should be prelimi- 
nary understanding before eventual settlement of Near East questions and 
although the Entente as a whole would make that settlement, Great Britain 
was the most important member of the Entente and Greece considered 
herself as belonging to it, and it was with His Majesty’s Government that 
Greek Government desired to have preliminary conversations. After their 
experience of last June (see your despatch No. 317)? Greek Government 
could not lay themselves open to a snub but must await an invitation or at 
least indication that Monsieur Gounaris or Minister for Foreign Affairs or 
both would be welcome in London. 

I venture to suggest that the time has perhaps now come when it would be 
very useful for you to have conversation with Monsieur Gounaris. Would 
it not be possible to authorize me to give him hint to that effect—not neces- 
sarily an actual invitation ?3 


1 Not printed. 

2 Of June 28, not printed. See, however, No. 261. 

3 In his telegram No. 247 of August 25, Lord Curzon replied: ‘Prime Minister and I 
are just leaving London but will be very glad to see Monsieur Gounaris if he finds it con- 
venient to come to London about middle of October. I will wire again as time approaches.’ 


No. 358 


Lord Granville (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recetved August 21, 3.10 p.m.) 
No. 462 Telegraphic (E 9517/143/44] 
ATHENS, August 20, 1921, 7 p.m. 
Your telegram No. 241.! 
Minister of War denies officially and categorically that Greek Government 
have called up any inhabitants of Anatolia other than Greek subjects. He 
Says very many Ottoman Greeks have joined Greek army but only as volun- 


teers. 
Repeated to Constantinople. 


' Of August 18. This ran: ‘Angora Minister for Foreign Affairs in a note addressed to 
foreign representatives at Constantinople July 16 states that Greek official journal of July rst 
orders mobilisation of all persons of Greek race (including Ottoman Greeks) living in 
Anatolia and belonging to classes 1920 and 1921. Please telegraph your comments.’ 
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No. 359 


Lord Granville (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recerved September 5) 


No. 370 [E 10030/143/44] 


ATHENS, August 22, 1921 
My Lord, 

Your Lordship’s telegram No. 239 of the 17th instant,' instructing me not 
to approach the Greek Government directly with regard to their true in- 
tentions, only reached me on the 18th, and I had already, on the 17th, 
taken advantage of my first conversation with M. Gounaris? to question 
him on the subject, as reported in my telegrams Nos. 456 and 457 of that 
date.3 I do not regret this, as I was able to assure him truthfully that I had 
received no instructions to enquire into the matter and was venturing to 
put possibly indiscreet questions to him entirely on my own initiative. As 
I have had the honour to say before,* no information obtainable here from 
any source can be regarded as reliable, but the only people whom I can 
approach and whose remarks may be useful and interesting, even though not 
reliable, are the President of the Council and the Minister for War. 

I was agreeably surprised by the moderation expressed by M. Gounaris, 
though of course I cannot determine how far it was genuine or only produced 
for my benefit. With regard to Asia Minor, he declared quite categorically 
that the less extension of territory Greece could claim the better he would be 
pleased, but he insisted that they must be guided by what the military autho- 
rities decided to be a frontier which could be defended with the least cost 
and trouble. With regard to Constantinople, I cannot say that he actually 
agreed in words with my remark that Greece could not expect to be given 
possession of it, and that it would do her more harm than good, but he 
certainly did not combat it, and gave me the impression of tacitly accepting it. 
On the other hand, his suggestion that Constantinople and the zone of the 
Straits should be an autonomous State under the joint guarantee of Great 
Britain and Greece no doubt covers the hope that they will eventually fall 
to Greece. 

In my conversation with M. Baltazzi on the receipt of your telegram No. 
240 of the 17th August’ (see my telegram No. 459 of the roth August),® I 
found that his Excellency was either less skilful than his chief in concealing 
his real feelings or he is less moderate in his views. After speaking to him in 
the sense of your telegram and remarking how glad I was to find that your 
Lordship confirmed the views which I had ventured to express personally to 


™ No. 349. 

2 Hitherto Lord Granville had called only on M. Baltatzis. As explained in his despatch 
No. 369 of August 22, not printed, he found an excuse connected with the British Naval 
Mission to visit M. Gounaris, who had recently returned from Smyrna. 

3 Not printed. 

4 In Athens despatch No. 326 of July 26, not printed. 

5 No. 350. 6 Not printed. 
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M. Gounaris, and which the latter had repeated to him, I read to him the 
text of your telegram and finally made a copy of it, which I gave him 
unofficially. M. Baltazzi suggested at first that the whole telegram referred 
to Constantinople, but I pointed out that the first paragraph only referred to 
Constantinople, and meant that I must tell him quite definitely that there 
was no possible question of Greece getting it, and that it was therefore the 
greatest folly to encourage or allow the press to go on talking about it as the 
final and certain objective, as such talk only excited hopes in the public 
which could not be realised, and had an irritating and harmful effect on 
public opinion in the United Kingdom and elsewhere. The second para- 
graph of your telegram, on the other hand, referred to Asia Minor, and gave 
me official authority to repeat to him what I had already said to M. Gounaris 
about the desirability for Greece to demand the least possible extension of the 
frontiers given to the so called Symrna zone by the Treaty of Sévres. I said that 
I had no instructions on this subject beyond the telegram now in his hands, 
and no indication of the views of His Majesty’s Government, but, speaking 
personally and not officially, I gathered chiefly from the press reports of the 
Prime Minister’s speech in the House of Commons,’ that His Majesty’s 
Government would be prepared to accept a revision of the Treaty of Sévres 
in Greece’s favour, provided that Greece did not make exaggerated claims. 

M. Baltazzi took strong exception to Mr. Asquith’s statement, quoted in 
your telegram, that the continuance of hostilities was for no ‘world purposes 
or great ideals,’ and claimed that a higher ideal could hardly be found than 
the liberation of their fellow Greeks, and indeed of all Christians, from the 
hated Turkish yoke. 

M. Baltazzi reverted to the subject of Constantinople, and made it pretty 
clear, in his insistence on the necessity to settle the question once and for all, 
that he looked on my repeated warnings as only meaning that Greece must 
not attempt to seize Constantinople at present. I explained very firmly that 
I read your Lordship’s instructions as meaning a great deal more than that, 
and I declared that what he and the Greek Government and the Greek people 
had got to understand was that, though there was admittedly a Constantinople 
question, it was a world question, in which Greece was no doubt interested 
like many other States, but not a Hellenic question. 

I would venture to urge upon your Lordship that MM. Gounaris and 
Baltazzi are quite right in insisting that the present opportunity should not 
be missed to make a definite and, so far as possible, durable settlement. One 
of the great aims of British policy for very many years, an aim which was 
approved by practically every other country, was to prevent Russia securing 
possession of Constantinople and the Straits and thus reaching the Mediter- 
ranean. During the war the force of circumstances and the necessities of 
the time obliged us to surrender this principle and to promise Constantinople 
to Russia,® and if the Russian revolution had not intervened we should have 


7 For Mr. Lloyd George’s statement regarding Asia Minor in the Commons on August 16, 
see 146 H.C. Deb. 5 s., cols. 1233-6. 
® For this agreement of March 12, 1915, see Vol. IV, pp. 635-8. 
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had to honour our signature. The promise is now wiped out® and Russia 
need not be considered for the moment, but it is certain that in time Russia 
will be reconstituted and will be as strong as, or probably stronger than, 
she ever was, and her old desire for Constantinople will inevitably return. 
It would then be a thousand pities if Europe were content with a mere make- 
shift and failed to create an organism in the zone of the Straits which, under 
international guarantees, could be trusted to maintain itself for at least many 
years.!° 
I have, &c., 
GRANVILLE 


®° The Russian Government had renounced the claim twice, on April 10 and May 17, 
1917. 

10 Sir E. Crowe minuted on September 7: ‘It would serve no useful purpose to enter into 
a discussion with Lord Granville on the subject of the danger which may threaten Con- 
stantinople from a reconstituted Russia. The contingency of a strong and imperialistically- 
aggressive Russia is fairly remote at present. It is however true that it is supremely important 
to see Constantinople in hands strong enough to defend it or to organize its defence against 
future Russian designs.’ 


No. 360 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received August 24, 12.30 p.m.) 


No. 586 Telegraphic (E 9662/143/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, August 23, 1921, 10.25 p.m. 

Your despatch No. 853.! 

In deciding as to whether ships captured by Greeks are lawful prize, 
should only contraband figuring on list be taken into consideration, or far 
more inclusive declaration of London which Greeks at present apply? 

I should also be grateful for your guidance as to how far relaxations of 
export prohibition granted by the Supreme Council? should affect our 
attitude towards contraband in neutral zone. 


1 In this despatch of August 10, not printed, Lord Curzon, in replying to Mr. Rattigan’s 
despatch No. 711 of July 26, transmitted to Sir H. Rumbold a copy of the Prohibition 
Export List which was published in the Board of Trade Journal of March 31, 1921, with the 
explanation that, where the Greco-Kemalist hostilities were concerned, it superseded the 
list in the Declaration of London (February 26, 1909). 

2 See No. 345. 


368 


No. 361 


Str H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received August 29) 


No. 785 [E 9779/1 /44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, August 24, 1921 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to report that I paid the Minister for Foreign Affairs a 
visit on the 2oth instant in order to discuss two important questions with him 
and to ascertain his frame of mind with regard to the position in Anatolia. 

2. I began by alluding to the resignation of three members! of the Turkish 
Cabinet which had followed on the resignation of the Minister of Finance.? 
Izzet Pasha stated that no political significance attached to these resignations. 
The out-going Ministers merely resigned owing to a feeling of solidarity with 
their colleague. The latter had shown that he had not possessed sufficient 
knowledge for the exercise of his functions and the new Minister of Finance! 
was much more conversant with financial problems. Izzet Pasha dismissed 
these changes in the Cabinet somewhat lightly. The public however has 
taken them rather seriously. I do not personally believe that they amount to 
much as the leading spirits in the Government remain in office.‘ 

3. I then said to Izzet Pasha that the post of Finance Minister was an 
ungrateful one in every country. It was particularly arduous for instance in 
England at the present moment, where the necessity for the dismissal of 
superfluous officials and the cutting down of expenditure generally had been 
recognised as imperative. I said that the Turkish Minister of Finance was 
confronted with the same problems and I enquired whether the Turkish 
Government meant to carry out the recommendations submitted to them by 
the Provisional Financial Commission.’ 

4. Izzet Pasha replied that the Turkish Government were certainly con- 
templating measures for reducing the number of their officials. I reminded 
His Highness that the Commission in question had estimated that the 
Turkish Government could effect a saving of as much as three hundred 
thousand Turkish pounds a month by getting rid of superfluous officials 
and putting others on the pension list. Izzet Pasha said that he did not 
think it possible to effect economies under the above heading to the extent 
anticipated, but economies would be effected. Thus he said that he could 
reduce the expenditure in his own department by six thousand Turkish 
pounds a month. 

5. I then pointed out that the Turkish Government must avail themselves 
of every opportunity of increasing their resources. A lot of time had been 
wasted in wrangling over the return to the 11 per cent ad valorem tariff. 


t Arif Hikmet Pasha (Minister of Justice), Hussein Kiazim Bey (Minister of Religious 
Foundations), Mustafa Arif Bey (President of the Council of State). 

2 Abdullah Bey. 3 Faik Nuzhet Bey. 4 Cf. No. 351. 

3 See Nos. 346 and 352. 
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A return to the ad valorem tariff was indispensable. Izzet Pasha alluded to 
a suggestion which he has made to the High Commissioners in an official 
note,® and which had also been pressed upon my colleagues and myself by 
the American High Commissioner, that the ad valorem tariff should be 
increased to 15 per cent. I pointed out the practical reasons which made it 
impossible to agree to this suggestion. Izzet Pasha then said that the Turkish 
Government would be quite willing to re-establish the 11 per centad valorem 
tariff if they could be assured of the maintenance of the consumption taxes. 
I replied that the Allied Powers were quite ready to maintain the con- 
sumption taxes. The difficulty lay with the Americans. Your Lordship 
will therefore see that it is of importance to overcome the objections of the 
Americans to the maintenance of the consumption taxes. I shall shortly 
have the honour of addressing Your Lordship by telegraph in reply to your 
telegram No. 480 of August 10,’ on this subject. 

6. I said that the Turkish Government had hitherto been able to carry on 
owing to the receipt of various windfalls. No more windfalls were to be 
expected, and the Turkish Government would be thrown back on their 
ordinary sources of revenue which were quite inadequate to meet their 
expenditure. The position was therefore a gloomy one but it had to be 
faced. Izzet Pasha admitted this and made a general statement as to the 
desire of the Turkish Government to improve their financial position. 

7. I then spoke to Izzet Pasha about the continued detention of Ottoman 
Christians on the ground of the theft and pillage of Moslem property in the 
Yalova and Gemlik districts etc.* Izzet Pasha admitted that it was difficult 
to obtain evidence against the persons who had been imprisoned. I said 
that in that case they should be released. His Highness observed that certain 
Turks had been in prison since the armistice on the charge of excesses 
against Armenians. No evidence had been obtainable against these Turks. 
They should also he thought be released as the cases were parallel. As Izzet 
Pasha appeared to be suggesting something in the nature of a bargain, I 
replied that I must reflect over his statement. I propose to inform His 
Highness that I cannot agree to connect the two categories of individuals 
and that I must maintain my demand for the release of those Ottoman 
Christians against whom there is no evidence. 

8. Finally, I asked Izzet Pasha whether he had any news from Anatolia. 
He replied in the negative and it was evident that he was much pre-occupied 
by the absence of information about the battle for Angora, which is known to 
have begun. I said that every patriotic Turk, whether Nationalist or not, 
must be asking himself what was the best course to pursue in order to extri- 
cate Turkey from her difficulties. I asked Izzet Pasha what he thought 


6 See No. 312. 

7 Not printed. The reply was contained in Sir H. Rumbold’s telegram No. 591 of 
August 31, not printed. In a further telegram, No. 615 of September 16, Sir H. Rumbold 
reported: “Turkish Government have published decree of law instituting 11% ad valorem 
custom duties as from September 14th. Decree differs somewhat from the pre-war system.’ 

8 See No. 343. 
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Mustapha Kemal ought to do in present circumstances. He replied, ‘Address 
himself to you’,—meaning His Majesty’s Government. 
I have &c., 
Horace RumMBoLD 


No. 362 


Str Hf. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received August 29) 


No. 796 [E 9788/143/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, August 24, 1921 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to transmit to Your Lordship herewith a copy of a letter 
addressed by General Harington to the three Allied High Commissioners on 
the roth of August, 1921,! asking them to notify the Greek High Commissioner 
of the orders General Harington had issued prohibiting armed individuals 
belonging to the Greek and Nationalist Forces, from crossing the boundary 
of the neutral zone, as defined in the Proclamation of Neutrality published 
by the Allied High Commissioners on the 13th May, last.? 

2. Ata meeting held at the French High Commission on the 12th instant, 
my colleagues and I decided to comply with General Harington’s request, 
in order to remove any doubt in the mind of the Greek High Commissioner 
that Greek troops would not be allowed to occupy Constantinople. 

3. The Allied High Commissioners have therefore addressed a note to 
Monsieur Votsis, a copy of which} I have the honour to enclose herewith. 

I have, &c., 
Horace RuMBOLD 


1 Not printed. 2 See No. 167. 3 Not printed. 


No. 363 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Hardinge (Paris) 
No. 2297 [E 9601 /201 /44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, August 24, 1921 
My Lord :— 

Monsieur Kammerer,' when in London in March last, was furnished by 
the Eastern Department of the Foreign Office with a memorandum dated 
March 7th.? regarding financial assistance to be offered to the Turkish 
Government and more especially as to the gold deposited in Berlin and 
Vienna; to cover the first issue of Turkish paper currency which by article 253 
of the Treaty of Sévres is to be placed at the disposal of the Financial Com- 
mission. It was proposed in that memorandum that the Governments of 


1 See No. 35, n. 4. 2 Not printed. 3 See No. 52, n. 2. 
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the three Principal Allies should authorise the High Commissioners at 
Constantinople to inform the provisional Financial Commission that the 
gold in question will be placed at its disposal and that the Commission 
should be empowered to sell the gold as and when necessary utilising the 
proceeds in assisting the Turkish Treasury to meet pressing requirements. 
2. In a private letter to Mr. Osborne dated March 13th.,* Monsieur 
Kammerer stated that the French Government concurred in these proposals. 
3. In view, however, of the course of events since that date His Majesty’s 
Government have felt bound to modify their previous proposal, at any rate 
so far as the gold being transferred from Vienna to London under article 
210 (1) of the Treaty of St. Germain is concerned. The reasons for this 
change of attitude will be explained by the correspondence exchanged with 
His Majesty’s High Commissioner at Constantinople and the Treasury, 
copies’ of which are enclosed herein for your confidential information. 
4. In the circumstances Your Excellency should take an early opportunity 
of informing the French Government that in view of the continued delay 
in the entry into force of the Treaty of Sévres and the prejudice which is thus 
being caused to the Allied chances of receiving from Turkey the payments 
provided for in the financial and economic provisions of that treaty, His 
Majesty’s Government regret that they must withdraw the proposal which they 
previously put forward for enabling the Provisional Financial Commission 
to utilise the gold now being transferred from Vienna to London in accord- 
ance with article 210 (1) of the Treaty of St. Germain. 
5. Asimilar despatch is being addressed to His Majesty’s Chargé d’ Affaires 
at Rome. 
I am, &c., 
(For the Secretary of State) 
D. G. OsBoRNE 


4 See No. 52, n. 3. 5 Not printed. 


No. 364 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Granville (Athens) 
No. 244 Telegraphic [E 9517/143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, August 25, 1921, 3 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 462! (of August 20th. Mobilisation of Greeks in 
Anatolia). 

You do not refer to proclamation of mobilisation in official journal of 
July 1st which is referred to in my telegram No. 241.2 Please send text of 
proclamation if it exists.3 


1 No. 358. 2 See No. 358, n. 1. 

3 In his telegram No. 477 of August 31, Lord Granville replied: ‘I can find nothing (? of 
the) sort in official journal. . . . I have asked Smyrna whether there is any (? sort) of official 
journal published there. .. .’ 
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No. 365 


Lord Granville (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received August 28, 6.45 p.m.) 


No. 474 Telegraphic [E 9753/143/44] 


ATHENS, August 27, 1921, 10.90 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 247.! 

I have asked Minister for Foreign Affairs to convey message to Monsieur 
Gounaris but I begged him not to tell press in view of their habit of exag- 
gerating significance of anything. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs said that Monsieur Gounaris had always 
intended to take him with him and he presumed there would be no objection; 
I said I imagined not, but details would be settled when time came. He 
seemed disappointed at late date and asked what would happen if situation 
required earlier decision. 

I had not . . .? colleagues.3 

Shall I do so? 


1 See No. 357, n. 3. 2 The text is here uncertain. 
3 In his telegram No. 254 of August 31, Lord Curzon replied: ‘You had better inform 
your French and Italian colleagues.’ 


No. 366 


Mr. Kennard (Rome) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recetved August 29, 9.55 a.m.) 


No. 354 Telegraphic [E 9770/143/44] 


ROME, August 28, 1921, 5 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 343.! 

Italian Government state that they are ready to instruct their represen- 
tative at Constantinople to do everything possible to put an end to excesses 
in question, and to ensure that they do not occur again, as was done in the 
case of Greek massacres. 

Italian Government consider however, that terms of proposed repre- 
sentation to Angora Government are unsuitable, in view of policy adopted 
by allies of ‘holding themselves completely free’ in regard to two belligerents 
in order that they may be in a position to intervene when occasion presents 
itself with a view to securing a cessation of hostilities. 

Repeated to Paris, and Constantinople. 


1 No. 333. 
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No. 367 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir H, Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 501" Telegraphic [E 9662/143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, August 28, 1921, 7 p.m. 


Your telegram No 586? (of August 23rd; interpretation of neutrality). 

Recent decision of Supreme Council} to exercise strict neutrality and not 
intervene with assistance of any kind involves modification of our procedure 
at Constantinople. 

Our view is that we can no longer intervene to prevent military supplies 
reaching the Nationalists nor, on the other hand, deny the Greeks the right 
of search and blockade. Allied firms are free to sell and Allied vessels to 
transport all kinds of military supplies to either belligerent without any 
interference by Allied military or naval authorities. But no sale of surplus 
Gove[rnmen]t stores should take place either here or in Constantinople unless, 
in former case, evidence is forthcoming that they will not reach either belli- 
gerent. As regards special points raised in your telegram, we think that 
neither Greek prizes nor the question of contraband (which would include all 
kinds of military supplies) concern Allied authorities at Constantinople; 
former concern Greek Prize Court only while with relaxation of export 
prohibition question of contraband no longer affects Allied authorities. 

We should be glad to receive your observations from the practical point 
of view on the proposed attitude outlined above. If you agree we shall 
communicate it to the French and Italian Gov[ernmen]ts for their con- 
currence and when this is received necessary instructions will be issued to 
you and to various authorities involved. 


! The draft only of this telegram is preserved in the Foreign Office archives. 
2 No. 360. 3 See No. 345. 


No. 368 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Hardinge (Parts) 
No. 2328 [E 9675/143/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, August 29, 192I 
My Lord :— 

I have received your despatch No. 2388 of August 24th! forwarding copy 
of a note? from the Ministry for Foreign Affairs in which the French 
Government ask for further information regarding Turkish deportation and 
massacre of Christians. 

2. I transmit to Your Excellency herewith copy of Constantinople despatch 
No. 715 of July 27th3 and I should be grateful if you would communicate to 
the Ministry for Foreign Affairs copies of the enclosures contained therein 


' Not printed. 2 Of August 23, not printed. 
3 Not printed. See No. 333, n. 2. 
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drawing their particular attention to the sworn depositions of witnesses and 
urging that instructions be sent to the French High Commissioner at Con- 
stantinople to associate himself with his colleagues in informing the Angora 
Government that no negotiations are possible until these excesses cease. 
Iam, &c., 
(For the Secretary of State) 
D. G. OsBoRNE 


No. 369 


Letter from Mr. Osborne to the Secretary to the Army Council 
[E 9635/143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, August 29, 1921 
Sir :— 

In reply to your letter No. 0152/5682 (M.I.2) of August 23rd,1 I am 
directed by the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to point out, for the infor- 
mation of the Army Council, that there can be no question of the annulment 
of the Treaty of Sévres since it never came into force; it will still form the 
basis of an eventual settlement subject to such modifications as changed 
circumstances may dictate. 


Iam, &c., 
D. G. OsBoRNE 


' Not printed. This letter referred to Paris telegram No. 587 of August 10, not printed 
(which reported the discussions of August 10 of the Supreme Council at Paris), and in 
particular to the statement of Mr. Lloyd George that the Treaty of Sévres had been torn up 
(see Vol. XV, No. 94, minute 4). The letter went on to request Lord Curzon ‘to state for 
the information of the Army Council, whether the above declaration made by the Prime 
Minister is to be taken to mean that the Treaty in question is now annulled’. 


No. 370 


Lord Granville (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recetved September 1, 3.30 p.m.) 


No. 478 Telegraphic [E 9908/143/44] 


ATHENS, August 31, 1921, 3.30 p.m. 

Your telegram to Constantinople No. 501.! 

Greek Government gave me.. .? assurances (see my telegram No. 220)3 
that no British ships would be stopped and searched as they were confident 
that they would never carry contraband to the Kemalists. In view of the 
decision of His Majesty’s Government publicly announced that allied firms 


1 No. 367. 


2 The text is here uncertain. The Foreign Office suggested the word ‘private’. 
3 No. 152. 
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can sell, and allied vessels transport, military supplies to either belligerent, 
would it not be only fair to warn the Greek Government that they cannot 
count on no British vessel carrying contraband for the Kemalists and absolve 
them from their promise ?* 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


4 Lord Curzon replied in his telegram No. 259 of September 6: ‘It will be quite clear 
from announcement which will eventually be made to Greek Government.’ 


No. 371 


Sir H, Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received September 1, 3.45 p.m.) 


No. 593 Telegraphic [E 9907/143/44) 


CONSTANTINOPLE, August 31, 1921, 6 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 501.! 

After discussion with Commander in Chief and General Harington I am 
clear that we cannot afford to take any action which would invalidate our 
own right of search on some future occasion by denying Greek right of search 
and blockade. This consideration seems to be paramount. If the French 
maintain their decision to oppose the searching of French vessels by Greek 
warships and if Italians follow French procedure in this respect, practical 
result will be that military supplies destined for Nationalists will be conveyed 
in French and Italian bottoms. Political result will be that Nationalists 
will be confirmed in their belief that we are favouring the Greeks at their 
expense and our Allies are pretty certain to make capital out of this to our 
detriment. 

It will therefore be very unfortunate if French and Italians do not come 
into line with us in regard to question of right of search. 

We are inclined to think that Greeks should not have the right to search 
British ships in the sea of Marmora, which may be held to be in territorial 
waters inasmuch as it is under our control. 

We see no objection to (? entertaining) proposal made by allied admirals 
here to the effect that Greek Government should announce beforehand 
passage through the Bosphorus of their prizes in order to admit of a verifi- 
cation of cargo by an Interallied Commission which would pronounce on 
the legitimacy of the prize without prejudice, however, to the ultimate 
decision of the Greek Prize Court. 

But whilst I agree that neither Greek prizes nor questions of contraband 
concern allied authorities at Constantinople I think it will be advisable if 
possible to warn Greek Government not to abuse their right of search. 

A case has recently occurred in which Greek ship seized jewellery and 
carpets. These articles cannot possibly be considered as material of war and 


? No. 367. 
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are indeed specifically excluded by the Declaration of London.? If Greeks 
are allowed to seize such articles, result can only be to bring trade with 
Constantinople to a complete standstill. Again Greeks have imprisoned all 
the passengers on board ‘Krim’ including old men, women, and children. 
Allied High Commissioners have protested to Greek High Commissioner 
against both these proceedings. 

We think it most important, having regard to the situation in Con- 
stantinople, that neither neutrals nor the subjects of the allied Powers should 
be allowed to consign material of war to Constantinople for eventual tranship- 
ment to Greeks or Nationalists. There are already too many arms in this town 
and we object strongly to any measures which might have the effect of 
allowing arms and munitions of war to reach the population. 

As I have naturally not discussed your telegram under reply with the 
French and Italian High Commissioners I presume that proposed modifi- 
cations of our procedure at Constantinople will be communicated to French 
and Italian Governments as emanating from His Majesty’s Government, 
otherwise my French and Italian colleagues may think that I have been 
working behind their backs. 


2 See No. 360, n. 1. 


No. 372 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Mr. Kennard (Rome) 
No. 373 Telegraphic [E 9770/143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, August 31, 192I, 10 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 354! (of August 28th, protest against Turkish atro- 
cities). 

Please point out to Italian Government that proposed representation 
will in no way hamper the Allies when the time comes for intervention. On 
the other hand silent acquiescence in Turkish policy of extermination will 
weaken Allied prestige with both sides as well as in Allied and other countries. 

His Majesty’s Government therefore earnestly trust that Italian Govern- 
ment will issue the necessary instructions without delay. 


™ No. 366. 

2 In his telegram No. 379 of September 13, Mr. Kennard reported: ‘Minister for Foreign 
Affairs informs me that instructions have been sent by telegraph to the Italian Ambassador 
at Constantinople to collaborate with his allied colleagues in determining the most suitable 
measures for stopping and preventing the recurrence of Mussulman excesses against the 
Christian population of Anatolia especially in the Pontine region.’ 
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No. 373 


Letter from Mr. Osborne to the Secretary to the Army Council 
[E 9665 /143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, August 31, 192I 
Sir, 

I am directed by the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to refer to your letter 
121/Rlys/752 (M.I.2) of August 23rd! regarding Anatolian railways. 

2. Lord Curzon concurs in General Harington’s assumptions at (a) and 
(c) and in his proposal at (d) in paragraph 2 of your letter. 

3. With regard to (b) I am to refer to Foreign Office telegram No. 501 
of August 28th? to His Majesty’s High Commissioner at Constantinople. 
Lord Curzon would prefer to await a reply to this telegram; before expressing 
a final opinion on the proposal not to deliver this railway material in any 
circumstances to the Greeks. 


Iam, &c., 
D. G. OsBoRNE 


t This ran as follows: ‘...2. In his telegram No. 752 of the gth August, Lieutenant-General 
Sir Charles Harington states :— 


(a2) That he assumes Allied control of the Anatolian railway ceased to be effective when 
British railway officials were evacuated last year from Anatolia east of the neutral 
boundary on account of the Nationalist movement. 

(6) That no use will be made of railway material now in Allied hands to assist either 
belligerent. 

(c) That he considers the Greeks have become responsible for the railway they have taken 
over and are using. 

(d) That he proposes to send a British railway control officer to Eskihehr [sic] provided the 
Greeks consent to such a course. 


3. I am to say that, in the opinion of the Army Council, General Harington is correct in 
his assumption under (a) and (c), whilst his proposal under (d) should be in the interests of all 
the Allied Powers and is therefore also concurred in. 

4. With respect to (b) I am to state that the Council are in entire agreement with General 
Harington that neither belligerent should be allowed to use railway material now in Allied 
hands.’ 

2 No. 367. 3 For this reply, see No. 371. 


No. 374 


Lord Granville (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewed September 3, 10.25 a.m.) 
No. 480 Telegraphic [E 9952/143/44] 
ATHENS, September 2, 1921, 8 p.m. 
My telegram No. 477.! 
Following from Smyrna. 
Begins. 
I know of no official journal here. 


' Not printed. See No. 364, n. 3. 
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Official notices appear in all newspapers indiscriminately, but I have not 
been able to identify positively the one referred to. 

In general, notices calling out various classes have been so worded as to 
be open to double interpretation and whilst the High Commissioner (? indi- 
cated) that they do not apply to Ottoman subjects, they are generally 
understood to include them and military authorities certainly interpret in 
this sense. Even the High Commissioner argues as if burden of proof lay 
on the victim who is required to establish that he has also served in the 
Turkish army. See my telegram No. 23 of May 18th.2 

There are some few cases of genuine volunteering but on the other hand 
desertion is extremely rife. 

2 To Athens, repeated as No. 37 to the Foreign Office. This ran: ‘Recent notices calling 
out fresh classes are addressed to all men of ‘Greek birth’’ resident in occupied territory. 

“Greek High Commissioner denies, but military authorities maintain, that instructions 
received from Athens are to interpret this in the widest possible sense so as to embrace all of 
Greek orthodox parentage whether Ottoman subjects or not.’ 


No. 375 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewved September 12) 


No. 820'[E 10267/143/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, September 5, 1921 
My Lord, 

I have the honour, with reference to Your Lordship’s despatch No. 806 
of July 28th last,! to transmit herewith copy of the telegram which has been 
addressed to the Nationalist Minister for Foreign Affairs under the signature 
of my French, Italian and Japanese Colleagues and myself, in regard to 
anti-Christian outrages in Pontus and Asia Minor. 

2. I regret the delay which has occurred in despatching this telegram and 
which has been caused firstly by the difficulty in obtaining unanimity as to 
its text and secondly by endeavouring, finally without success, to induce the 
United States High Commissioner to join in the proposed representations. 

3. The French and Italian High Commissioners, whose consent I con- 
sidered it desirable in the first place to obtain, were unwilling to adopt, as 
being too categorical, the original text of the telegram which I had drafted 
and which followed more closely on the lines indicated in Your Lordship’s 
despatch. After agreement had been reached on this point Admiral Bristol 
expressed his unwillingness, on the general grounds of the dislike of his 
Government to identic communications, to associate himself in our common 
protest without previous instructions from the State Department. The 
Japanese High Commissioner likewise felt obliged to take the instructions 
of his Government on the subject. 


t No. 321. 
379 


4. Though eventually authorised by his Government to use his own 
discretion in the matter, Admiral Bristol finally declined to participate and 
accompanying telegram has accordingly been despatched to Angora by 
wireless in the names of the four High Commissioners above-mentioned.? 

I have, &c., 
Horace RumBoip 


2 In his despatch No. 991 of September 21, Lord Curzon replied: ‘I approve the action 
taken and the attitude adopted by you in this matter.’ 


ENcLosuRE IN No. 375 


Télégramme des Hauts Commissatres Alliés a adresser 
a Youssouf Kemal 


Les Hauts Commissaires soussignés n’ont pas manqué de transmettre a 
leurs Gouvernements la protestation des Autorités d’Angora contenue dans 
le télégramme qui leur a été adressé par Son Excellence le Ministre des 
Affaires Etrangéres en date du 6 juillet dernier? des attentats commis par les 
troupes helléniques lors de l’évacuation d’Ismidt. 

Dés le regu des nouvelles qui leur étaient parvenues antérieurement 
relatives aux tristes événements d’Ismidt, les Hauts Commissaires Alliés a 
Constantinople ont décidé de nommer imméddiatement une Commission 
Interalliée, non seulement pour s’enquérir sur lieu mais aussi pour assurer 
la protection de la vie et des biens de tous les Musulmans qui pourraient 
sy trouver en péril. Le rapport de cette Commission arrivée 4 Ismidt le 
28 juin, fut communiqué de suite aux Gouvernements de France, de Grande 
Bretagne et d’Italie qui ont invité leurs représentants 4 Athénes* de protester 
de la fagon la plus énergique auprés du Gouvernement hellénique contre 
ces attentats et contre l’impuissance des Autorités Militaires helléniques 
d’assurer la protection des Musulmans dans les districts occupés par elles. 
Par suite de cette démarche le Gouvernement grec s’est engagé a ouvrir 
une enquéte de I’espéce et d’imposer les sanctions nécessaires. 

Les Autorités d’Angora reconnaitront sans doute que I’action prise a 
cet égard par les Gouvernements et les Hauts Commissaires Alliés démontre 
suffisamment leur sollicitude envers []]es Musulmans opprimés et leur inten- 
tion de veiller 4 ce qu’aucune injustice a |’égard des Musulmans ne soit 
tolérée. 

Les Hauts Commissaires des Puissances Alliées et Associées regrettent 
toutefois de constater que d’aprés les rapports circonstanciés qui leur par- 
viennent la population chrétienne des villes du Pont est exposée actuellement 
a des attentats du méme ordre. 

Ils expriment |’espoir que les Autorités d’Angora pour leur part se fera un 
devoir d’instituer une enquéte immédiate et rigoureuse pour vérifier les 
allégations répétées de déportations, de massacres, vols et autres attentats 


3 See No. 321, n. 1. 4 See No. 286. 
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de tout genre qui auraient été commis 4 l’encontre de la population chréti- 
enne d’Ineboli, Samsoun, Kerasunde, Ordou, Tripoli, Trebizonde, et 
d’autres villes et villages du Pont ainsi que de l’intérieur d’Anatolie. Ils 
sauront gré a Son Excellence Youssouf Kemal de leur communiquer le 
plus tét possible le résultat de cette enquéte, qui devrait concerner notam- 
ment: 


— de nombreux crimes commis dans la région de Samsoun et de Kerasunde 
par les bandes d’Osman Agha. 

— la déportation vers!’ [i]ntérieur au cours des mois de juin et juillet derniers 
de trés nombreux sujets ottomans de religion chrétienne appartenant 
aux populations de la céte anatolienne, sans excepter méme les femmes et 
les enfants. Ces déportations auraient été effectuées dans les conditions 
les plus brutales et auraient donné lieu aux pires excés. Une partie des 
déportés auraient été massacrés 4 Kavak et dans les environs. Plus de 70 
villages auraient été détruits dans la région de Samsoun, parmi lesquels les 
villages d’Ada, Karaberjin, Dere, Avdan, Dzinhari, Tsandir, etc., et 
plus de trois mille cing cents chrétiens auraient péri. 

— la dispersion et le massacre de la population arménienne de Zeitoun 
et de Merzifoun au cours du mois de juillet dernier. 


Les faits précités, au cas ot ils seraient confirmés, démontreraient 1’in- 
capacité de |’Administration Ottomane a assurer la liberté et la sécurité 
des minorités chrétiennes et ne pourraient que provoquer dans l’opinion 
publique une indignation extrémement nuisible 4 la cause de la Turquie. 


No. 376 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Hardinge (Paris) and Mr. 
Kennard (Rome) 


No. 502' Telegraphic [E 9905/143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, September 6, 1921, 6 p.m. 


His Majesty’s Government have been considering the effect of recent 
resolution of Supreme Council? on allied position and procedure at Constan- 
tinople and they have reached the conclusion that decision to enforce 
strict neutrality and not intervene with assistance of any kind requires allied 
agreement on the following policy. 

No intervention by the allied authorities to prevent military supplies 
reaching the Nationalists. Allied firms are free to sell and allied vessels to 
transport all kinds of military supplies to either belligerent at their own risk 
without any interference by allied naval or military authorities. But no 
sale by allied authorities of surplus stocks of war material of any kind should 
be allowed in Constantinople, or indeed in allied countries unless evidence 
is forthcoming that they will not reach either belligerent. On the other hand 


t No. 502 to Paris, No. 382 to Rome. 2 See No. 345. 
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Greek belligerent right of blockade and of search for, and seizure of contra- 
band, which would include all kinds of military supplies, must be admitted. 
Question of contraband in no way concerns allied authorities at Constanti- 
nople nor does that of Greek prizes which is a matter for Greek Prize Court 
only. 

Please endeavour to obtain concurrence of Government to which you are 
accredited in the above policy and request them to instruct their repre- 
sentatives at Constantinople and Athens to join their British colleague in 
communicating it to the Turkish and Greek Governments. In the latter 
case a warning should be added against any abuse of the right of search or 
seizure. 

Repeated to Athens No. 257 and Constantinople No. 510. 


No. 377 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Hardinge (Parts) and Mr. 
Kennard (Rome) 


No. 503' Telegraphic [E 9905 /143/44) 
FOREIGN OFFICE, September 6, 1921, 6.30 p.m. 


My immediately preceding telegram.? 

Allied naval principle and practice during the war commit us to recog- 
nising Greek right of search once we have decided to enforce strict neutrality. 
We are similarly committed to recognition of doctrine of continuous voyage 
which would entitle Greeks to seize war material consigned to allied firms 
in Constantinople for ultimate Nationalist destination. But in view of situa- 
tion at Constantinople General Harington is anxious to stop all consign- 
ment of war material by either allied or neutral subjects to Constantinople 
for eventual reshipment to either belligerent and a prohibition to this effect, 
to which it is hoped Government to which you are accredited will agree, 
should reduce to a minimum any danger of Greek interference with allied 
shipping in Sea of Marmara. 

Fact that Nationalists have no fleet cannot be held to affect Greek rights 
or advantages any more than German inability to use their fleet in the war 
affected rights and advantages derived by Allies from their supremacy at sea. 

You should point this out to Government to which you are accredited 
and urge upon them the importance of unanimous interpretation and 
enforcement of neutrality by the Allies. 

Repeated to Athens No. 258 and Constantinople No. 511. 


™ No. 503 to Paris, No. 383 to Rome. 2 No. 376. 
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No. 378 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 512 Telegraphic [E 9905/143/44|' 
FOREIGN OFFICE, September 6, 1921, 7 p.m. 


Your tel. No 593 (of August 31:2 Allied neutrality). I do not think we can 
claim exemption from search in the Marmara on the ground that it is 
territorial waters under Allied control since it is technically open sea} and 
we have allowed the Greeks to use its ports as a military base. Nor do I see 
that any useful purpose would be served by Allied examination of Greek 
prizes since pronouncement of Allied Commission must, as you say, be 
without prejudice to subsequent decision of Greek Prize Court. 

I agree that it is undesirable that war material should be consigned to 
Constantinople but it is for General Harington to issue an order prohibiting 
it in the interests of the security of the capital. On this ground it is quite 
legitimate. French and Italian agreement has been asked for+ and until 
this is received no action should be taken. 


t The draft only of this telegram has been preserved in the Foreign Office archives. 

2 No. 371. 

3 This was based on a minute of September 2 of Mr. M. Shearman, an Assistant Legal 
Adviser at the Foreign Office, who wrote: ‘I do not see what legal justification exists for 
regarding the sea of Marmora as territorial waters. It is part of the open sea, in as much as “‘a 
navigable connection of salt water, as is open to vessels of all nations exists between such sea 
and the open body of salt water’. (Oppenheim, [Jnternational Law, London, 1905] vol. 1, 
Pp. 413.)’ 

4 See Nos. 376 and 377. 


No. 379 
Mr. Hodgson' (Moscow) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewwed September 20) 
No. 293 [E 10539/1/44] 
My Lord, Moscow, September 6, 1921 


In the course of my first visit to M. Chicherin,? for the purpose of present- 
ing to him my credentials, he took occasion to inform me that Ali Fuad Pasha, 
the Angora Ambassador in Moscow, was anxiously awaiting my arrival in 
order to put before me his point of view on the subject of Anglo-Turkish 
relations. I informed M. Chicherin that I had no authority to discuss such 
matters, but would refer to your Lordship and ascertain whether it was 


t Mr. R. M. Hodgson, who held the position of Commercial Counsellor in Russia, had 
been appointed Head of the British Commercial Mission to Russia in June, 1921. 

2 Soviet Russian People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs. Mr. Hodgson had paid his first 
visit to M. Chicherin on August 17, as reported in Moscow telegram No. 29 of August 17, 
not printed. 
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desired that I should meet Ali Fuad informally and listen to such statements 
as he might wish to make.? 

My first interview with Ali Fuad took place in the presence of M. Chicherin. 
It was difficult to arrange otherwise without appearing desirous of giving 
gratuitous offence. The interview was interesting as indicating the closeness 
of the relations between the two. During more than an hour’s conversation 
Ali Fuad hardly took his eyes off M. Chicherin, from whom he was evidently 
taking his cue. When once or twice his schooling was at fault, M. Chicherin 
intervened and gave a new turn to the conversation. 

My second interview with Ali Fuad took place in his house, and he then 
handed to me the memorandum of which I am transmitting herewith a 
copy.* He was evidently much more at his ease, and spoke more frankly 
and with less restraint. He informed me that these conversations had been 
none of his seeking, but were the result of M. Chicherin’s initiative. He had 
been told by M. Chicherin that it was I who was anxious to meet him and 
discuss the Angora situation. Of the two accounts I incline to believe that 
of the Angora Ambassador. 

The trend of Ali Fuad’s arguments will be clear from his memorandum. 
The points that he principally emphasised in the course of our interview 
were the following :— 

He complained eloquently of what he regarded as the unjust treatment 
to which Turkey was subjected upon the conclusion of the armistice. The 
terms which Turkey had put forward, based upon the principles propounded 
by President Wilson, had, he said, been favourably received by the British 
naval commander-in-chief. They had, however, led to nothing, and Turkey, 
having laid down her arms on the understanding that they were agreed, 
felt that she had been tricked into a position of impotence. 

Popular demonstrations held to protest against this unfair treatment had, 
Ali Fuad said, been throughout of a perfectly peaceful nature, no armed 
outbreak of any kind occurring. The Allies had, however, used these exhibi- 
tions of popular feeling as a pretext for taking punitive measures in the shape 
of the capture of Constantinople, the occupation of strategic points on the 
mainland, the suppression of the Constantinople Parliament and the expul- 
sion of its members. In this, and in fact throughout all dealings with Turkey 
since the armistice, Great Britain had been the initiator of repressive measures 
and has played largely an executory réle. 

Since the creation of the Angora Government Great Britain had pursued 
it with relentless hostility. Yet Angora was the expression of Turkish 
national feeling, and the only object it sought was the independence of 
Turkey within her ethnographical boundaries. The sincerity of its motives 
was demonstrated by its refusal to accept either Talaat or Enver,’ on the 


3 Lord Curzon had replied, in Foreign Office telegram No. 20 of August 22: ‘I have no 
objection to your meeting Fuad, preferably without Soviet intervention, and listening to 


‘You ought to know that we have complete evidence of provisions to Angora of Russian 
munitions and that money has been promised though probably not paid.’ 
4 Not printed. 5 See No. 12, n. 7. 
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ground that they were associated with plans tending to put Turkey under 
foreign political domination. Surely it was not to the interest of Great 
Britain, with her great interests in the Mussulman world, to follow a policy 
of oppression towards a Nationalist Turkey, which only sought to live in 
harmony with her and to shape its existence in accord with the spirit of 
friendship which had animated relations between Great Britain and Turkey 
in the past. 

To count any longer with Constantinople was useless. The Government, 
by its vacillation and weakness, had lost all hold over the Turkish nation. 
Angora alone is the embodiment of national sentiment. 

Ali Fuad spoke at some length upon the attitude of Angora towards the 
races which had formed part of the former Turkish Empire. Over these, he 
said, Turkey had no desire whatever to impose her domination, the lesson 
of respecting the rights of others having been taught her by the war. The 
line of Alexandretta—Aleppo—Bagdad constituted, in his opinion, the ethno- 
graphical boundary of Turkey, and the tribes to the south of this line were free, 
as far as Turkey was concerned, to govern themselves as they willed and to 
place themselves under the mandate of whatever Power they chose. Angora 
was not connected with the anti-British risings in Mesopotamia, which 
were the result of spontaneous movements among the tribes. 

In the matter of the present Greco-Turkish war, Ali Fuad appeared to be 
under the impression that the Greeks are acting as the instruments of the 
Allied Governments. He was aware that a declaration of neutrality in the 
conflict had been made by the various Governments concerned, but believed 
that this declaration merely implied that the Allies were not themselves 
taking part in the war, but were deputing the Greeks to act for them. He 
laid stress upon the fact that the Greek army was found to be equipped with 
British artillery, British rifles and British aeroplanes, and deplored the em- 
ployment of the Greeks, the historical enemies of Turkey, for executing the 
coercive policy of the Allies. 

Ali Fuad spoke of the relations between Angora and Soviet Russia. These 
are regulated by the Traité d’ Amitié® which exists between the two countries. 
He denied the existence of an alliance and refused to admit that Russia had 
been supplying the Turkish forces with military equipment or armed support. 
It was certainly the case that large quantities of Russian war material had 
found their way to Angora, but this material was supplied by the Germans 
out of the stores and equipment captured by them in the course of the war. 
Also—an admission which to some extent incriminates the Soviet Govern- 
ment, in whose hands all the foreign trade of this country 1s supposed to be 
concentrated—he referred to a fairly large contraband trade in Russian 
arms and ammunition carried on by private dealers through Black Sea ports. 

The Angora Ambassador is a man of from 35 to 40 years of age, short of 
stature, but noticeably broad and powerful. He is obviously a soldier and 
disclaims any diplomatic ability. His manners are distinctly attractive and 


6 For the text of the Treaty of friendship between Russia and Angora of March 16, 1921, 
see B.F.S.P., vol. 118, pp. 990-6. 
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give an impression of straightforwardness. He has an excellent knowledge 
of German and speaks French fluently and fairly correctly. 
I have, &c., 
R. M. Hopcson 


No. 380 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received September 13, 12 p.m.) 


No. 605 Telegraphic [E 10312/1/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, September 11, 1921, 1 p.m. 


During the last fortnight military authorities here have been engaged in 
following up some very secret information regarding a plot: 

A. To stir up a general revolution at Constantinople. 

B. To capture and distribute war material in depots. 

C. To disaffect Indian troops under General Harington’s command. 

D. To assassinate General Harington and his staff, head of Inter-Allied 
police,’ Sheikh-ul-Islam? and one or two other persons. 

Plot is alleged to have been organised by an association called ‘Society 
for Liberation of the Fatherland’ and to be engineered by Ali Ghalib Pasha 
who in July 1920 was assistant acting president of committee of national 
defence. All the letters are signed by this person. 

According to informant plot was to have come to a head shortly after the 
arrival at Constantinople of two persons bringing money. These two persons 
have arrived and are reported to have held meetings in a house in Stamboul 
though meetings are also reported to have taken place at a house at Mod(? a). 

General Harington has kept me informed of developments of this affair. 

Our difficulty was to be certain that evidence was genuine. I agreed 
however with General Harington two days ago that we could not afford to 
take any risks and that it was necessary to act (? but) (? before) doing so we 
considered it desirable to call a meeting of allied High Commissioners and 
Generals at which General Harington could give an outline of plot. 

Meeting took place yesterday evening at this Embassy and in addition 
to allied High Commissioners and Generals was attended by Admiral de 
Robeck. General Harington described what he had ascertained about plot 
and stated that he meant to carry out domiciliary visits that night with a 
view to capture, if possible, of persons concerned and any documents which 
might be found on them. He also submitted (? draft) of a proclamation 
addressed to inhabitants of Constantinople and other districts in area 
occupied by the allied forces. 

This proclamation specifies information in the hands of allied military 
authorities regarding plot and its objects and warns inhabitants against 


™ General Ballard. 
2 Mustafa Sabri, Sheik-ul-Islam, was the principal jurisconsult for Islamic law in the 
Ottoman Empire. 
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giving any aid to persons concerned and being in possession without proper 
authority of fire-arms etc. It was (? proposed to issue) proclamation if 
result of domiciliary visits confirms evidence of plot. 

Allied High Commissioners though somewhat taken aback by General 
Harington’s statement agreed with his proposed procedure as well as to 
terms of proclamation with some modifications. It was also arranged that 
whole British fleet should pass through the Bosphorus this morning in order 
to give a display of force. 

Allied High Commissioners and Generals met again at Italian Embassy 
in Constantinople this morning. 

General Harington stated that domiciliary visits last night had yielded 
nothing and that either his informant was acting for both sides or had put 
military authorities on to a false scent. He said that in the circumstances he 
did not propose to issue proclamation which would be reserved for a future 
occasion if circumstances demanded. 

Allied High Commissioners fully agree with this point of view. 

General Harington is addressing us officially today asking us to forward 
to the Turkish Government information which is in his possession, regarding 
the plot and (? calling on) that Government to arrest certain persons 
indicated on a list which he has prepared. These persons who are of no 
political importance include names of 17 Fedais? who are stated to have 
been brought into Constantinople in order to carry out assassinations. My 
colleagues and I will consider General Harington’s letter tomorrow. 

British fleet passed through the Bosphorus this morning in accordance 
with the arrangements made by Admiral de Robeck. 

Details by bag. 

3 Heroic volunteers. 
4 Constantinople despatch No. 845 of September 13, not printed. 


No. 381 


Sir H, Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewed September 13, 6 p.m.) 


No. 607 Telegraphic [E 10395 /1/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, September 13, 1921, 9 a.m. 

My telegram No. 605,.! 

Allied High Commissioners met at this Embassy yesterday to consider a 
notice to Turkish Government which General Harington had drawn up and 
which he asked us to transmit to the Minister for Foreign Affairs. 

This notice is addressed to the Turkish Government and outlines the plot 
which has been discovered by General Harington. 

Notice calls upon Turkish Government to disband organisations which 
have been formed in Constantinople for the purpose of undermining authority 
of the allied forces of occupation. It summons Turkish Government to 
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hand over persons implicated within seven days, and states that list of persons 

involved has been handed to Minister of War and to Chief of Turkish police. 

Turkish Government are held responsible for the execution of these orders. 
Notice further demands: 


(a) That the Turkish Minister of War shall hand over to allied custody 
such rifles as General Harington shall decide are surplus to actual 
requirements. 

(b) That Turkish war school at Nishantash shall be vacated within 48 
hours of this order. 

(c) Fire brigade stations shall only be permitted to retain number of 
rifles which General Harington shall decide. 

(d) No further issues or movements of arms, explosives etc., shall be 
permitted until further orders in depots under allied military authority. 


Final notice states that the cases of persons above-mentioned are to be 
investigated by an allied court of enquiry. 

General Harington likewise submitted draft of a communiqué which 
mentions the plot in general terms and calls on inhabitants not to tolerate 
any further plots. 

My allied colleagues who had been reflecting over this matter since our 
meeting of previous day told me they were sceptical of genuine character 
of some of the evidence which had been laid before them by General Har- 
ington. They were of opinion that best way to deal with plot would have 
been to instruct allied police to arrest persons indicated on General Haring- 
ton’s list, to avoid issue of a communiqué, and in fact to keep matter as 
secret as possible. They point out that issue of a communiqué would only 
give persons implicated full warning and time to escape. 

I had myself previously suggested to General Harington that arrests should 
be effected by allied police. He pointed out, however, that allied police 
could not lay their hands on most of persons implicated whereas Chief of 
Turkish police undoubtedly could do so if he wished. He must, therefore, 
insist on Chief of Turkish police acting in this matter and he felt it necessary 
to issue a communiqué to show that military authorities were aware of what 
was going on. He again affirmed that in his opinion plot was genuine. 

My allied colleagues were of opinion that if (? it) turned out to be a mare’s 
nest allied High Commissioners and everyone concerned would look ridicu- 
lous. At the same time they admitted that if General Harington was con- 
vinced of genuine character of plot he could not afford to take risks and 
must act. They therefore preferred that this should be considered as a 
purely military business and that General Harington should act on his own 
responsibility. They expressed agreement in the four demands that General 
Harington was making of Turkish Government. Previous to the meeting 
General Harington had informed me privately that he thought on the whole 
that the best course would be for him to act on his own responsibility rather 
than to commit (? High Commissioners) for political reasons. 

I therefore agree with my colleagues that we should stand aside and that 
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General Harington should hand his notice direct to Minister of War.? 
Further at their earnest request I undertook to ask General Harington to 
modify terms of his notice in the sense of cutting out the words “Turkish 
Government’ wherever they occur both in the notice and in the communiqué 
so as to avoid if possible raising serious political issues. As modified the 
notice 1s addressed to the Minister of War. 

General Harington subsequently agreed to these modifications and his 
notice was handed last night to the Minister of War while the communiqué 
will appear to-day. 

My view is that having regard to the fact that even a partial success of 
the Nationalists against the Greeks will have its repercussion at Constanti- 
nople and in view of the large number of undesirable elements there are in 
this town... .3 could not afford to take any risks in this matter. 

This is also, I understand, the view of Admiral de Robeck. At the same 
time action will most probably have political consequences. If plot turns 
out to be a bogus one Chief of Police will be unable to arrest [certain] person 
(? indicated) on the list. If the plot is genuine Chief of Police may pretend 
to be unable to arrest person concerned. In either case he is liable to be 
arrested at the end of seven days. As he is the brother of the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs his arrest, if effected and (? maintained) may well lead to 
the fall of the Government. On (? other) grounds Chief of Police is undesir- 
able from our point of view being thoroughly Nationalist in sympathy. 


2 Zia Pasha. 3 The text is here uncertain. 


No. 382 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received September 16, 12.30 p.m.) 


No. 613 Telegraphic [E 10419/132/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, September 15, 1921, 4 p.m. 

My despatch No. 807 of August goth.! 

Governor of Malta telegraphs sixteen Turkish prisoners of war have 
broken parole and escaped from the island. These Turks include three out 
of four accused of massacres of Armenians etc, whom we proposed to retain 
to the last. This weakens our position for exchange purposes. I have asked 
the Governor to keep a strict watch on eight Turks accused of cruelty to 
British prisoners of war. 

General Harington has good reason to believe that the Nationalists are 
quite willing to make an all for all exchange and to bring British prisoners 
they hold down to an Anatolian port within fifteen days. We therefore think 
that in view of the approach of winter it would be advisable to inform the 

t Not printed. In this despatch Sir H. Rumbold, acting on the advice of Judge Sir Lindsey 
Smith, had suggested that all the Turkish internees at Malta, except forfour gravely implicated 


in the Armenian massacres and eight charged with cruelty to British prisoners, should be 
made available for exchange purposes. 
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Nationalists at once that we will send to an Anatolian port, in a British ship 
escorted by a British warship, all the Turkish prisoners remaining at Malta 
except the eight accused of cruelty to British prisoners of war and hand them 
over to the Nationalist authorities in return for all the British prisoners of 
war. We propose to add that the eight above-mentioned Turks will be 
brought to trial at once. It is clear to us that the Nationalists will never 
accept our present offer of two to one.? 

We consider that the escape of sixteen Turks from Malta has altered the 
situation and that the above-mentioned proposal should supersede the 
proposal now before Nationalists that they should release twenty-four 
British prisoners of war for forty-eight Turks. 

I should be grateful for your authorization by telegraph to proceed on 
the above lines.3 


2 See No. 348. 

3 In Foreign Office telegram No. 525 of September 19, Lord Curzon replied: ‘You may 
negotiate as proposed. War Office however are ready to forego trial of the 8 Turks charged 
with cruelty to British prisoners if release of all British prisoners in Anatolia can thereby be 
secured before winter. Should you therefore find it necessary, you may agree to release of the 
above mentioned 8 Turks and thus fall back on an “‘all for all’’ exchange. Please inform 


General Sir C. Harington.’ 


No. 383 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received September 26) 


No, 852 [E 10694/143/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, September 15, 1921 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to transmit herewith the text of a communication! 
which has been addressed by Youssouf Kemal, the Nationalist Foreign 
Minister, to the Allied High Commissioners, the American and Japanese 
High Commissioners and to the Spanish Minister. As this communication 
deals with the alleged unneutral proceedings of two British torpedo-boat 
destroyers, as well as to the British unneutral attitude generally towards the 
Nationalist Government, I referred Youssouf Kemal’s communication to 
Admiral de Robeck for his observations. 

2. A copy of Admiral de Robeck’s letter of the 12th instant? is enclosed 

1 Dated September 4, not printed. 

2 In this, Admiral de Robeck reported: ‘On the date named, viz., the 27th August, a 
caique under sail was met outside the port of Samsoun by two British destroyers. One of 
these lowered a boat and proceeded alongside for the purpose of obtaining news. No search 
of the cargo took place—merely some conversation carried on with the aid of an interpreter. 
The English boat’s crew was naturally armed, as it has been reported more than once recently 
that many caiques are used by armed brigands. The orders given to the British destroyer 
were, inter alia, to acquire news of what was going on on the coast, and, as all information was 
denied them by the Turkish authorities at the ports visited, recourse had to be had to interroga- 
ting passing vessels. The British officer behaved perfectly correctly and courteously, and his 
visit lasted less than five minutes.’ 
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herewith. Your Lordship will observe that he entirely disposes of Youssouf 
Kemal’s allegations regarding the proceedings of the British destroyers. I 
would suggest that I should be authorised to refute that portion of Youssouf 
Kemal’s communication which deals with the incident in question without 
reference to any action which the other Allied High Commissioners may 
wish to take on Youssouf Kemal’s communication. 

3. The remainder of Youssouf Kemal’s letter raises the question of the 
use by Greek warships of Constantinople as a base for operations in the 
Black Sea. I am of opinion that if your Lordship authorises me to reply to 
Youssouf Kemal, as proposed above, it would be preferable to ignore the 
latter part of his communication.3 

I have, &c., 
Horace RuMBOLD 


3 In his despatch No. 1032 of October 3, not printed, Lord Curzon replied: ‘I approve 
your proposal to reply to Yussuf Kemal Pasha on this point while ignoring the rest of his note.’ 


No. 384 
Letter from Mr. Forbes Adam to the Under Secretary of State, India Office 
[E 10390/143/44) 
Urgent and secret FOREIGN OFFICE, September 19, 1921 


Sir, 

I am directed by the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to acknowledge the 
receipt of your letter P.4157 of September 15th! regarding the collection of 
funds in India for the purchase of arms, probably in this country, for export 
to the Kemalist Turks. 

2. This Department have no information regarding the floating of any 
loan in this country for the purchase of arms for the Kemalist forces and it 
is understood from the Board of Trade? that no application has yet been 
made to the Board for a licen[c]e to export any consignment of arms and 
ammunition to those forces. In view, however, of the Supreme Council’s 
decision of August roth} regarding freedom of private trade in arms and of 
the interpretation given to this decision in the answers given by the Prime 
Minister in the House of Commons on August 15th,* the Board would not 
refuse an application to a licen[c]e to export arms etc. genuinely destined for 
the Kemalist forces. The legal position of His Majesty’s Government with 
regard to the situation in Turkey is of course anomalous but it is based on 
the distinction that the Allies are technically at war with the Turkish Govern- 
ment at Constantinople but that an armistice has been concluded with that 
Government since 1918 while, without formally recognising as a separate 
Government Mustapha Kemal and the Grand National Assembly at Angora, 
the Allied Governments regard themselves as neutral towards the hostilities 


1 Not printed. 2 This information was given verbally. 
3 See No. 345. 4 See 146 H.C. Deb. 5 s., cols. 937-8. 
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between the Greeks and the Kemalists. Their decisions as to neutrality and 
as to the consequent freedom of private trade in arms must therefore be 
held in practice to over-ride the application to the area in Kemalist occupa- 
tion of any of the terms of the armistice concluded with the Constantinople 
Government, which are found to conflict with these decisions. Subject to 
any views which may be held by Mr. Secretary Short’ to whom a copy of 
your letter was sent direct, Lord Curzon considers that in the circumstances 
while any private trader supplying arms to the Kemalists from this country 
would be liable to have those arms seized by the Greeks in transit under 
the exercise of the customary rights of a belligerent, he would not, in view 
of the above-mentioned decisions, be liable to prosecution in this country 
for trading with the enemy nor would His Majesty’s Government in con- 
sequence be entitled (even if they were able) to prevent private traders 
raising loans in the London market for the purchase of arms for shipment to 
the Kemalists. 

3. Lord Curzon, while not presuming to advise whether the information 
in the possession of your Department or in that of the Government of India 
as to the activities of the Angora authorities against British rule in India is 
such as to justify the Indian Government from departing from the attitude 
adopted by His Majesty’s Government in this matter and taking any steps 
open to them to stop the raising of a proposed loan in India, desires to draw 
Mr. Secretary Montagu’s attention to the documents seized by General 
Harington recently at Constantinople, in connection with an apparent 
Kemalist plot there,® and forwarded to the War Office who are being asked 
to send copies to your Department. 

4. Acopy of this correspondence is being sent to the War Office, Admiralty, 
Home Office and Board of Trade. 

Iam, &c., 
E. G. Forses ADAM 


5 H.M. Principal Secretary of State for Home Affairs. 6 See No. 380. 


No. 385 


The Marquess of Kedleston to Lord Hardinge (Paris) 
No. 523 Telegraphic: by bag (E 10438/143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, September 20, 1921, 7 p.m. 


Your despatch No. 2588 (of September 16th.' Allied neutrality in Graeco- 
Kemalist war). 

You should point out at once to the French Government that original 
decision not to recognise either belligerent’s right to visit and seize vessels of 

1 Not printed. This despatch transmitted to the Foreign Office a copy of a French Note of 
September 16 which was a reply to Lord Hardinge’s Note of September 7, copy of which was 
transmitted to the Foreign Office in Paris despatch No. 2521 of September 7, not printed. 
Lord Hardinge’s Note was based on Foreign Office telegrams Nos. 502 and 503 of September 6 
(i.e. Nos. 376 and 377). 
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Principal Allies and to declare blockade naturally followed from former 
ruling of Principal Allies not to allow any export by their nationals of arms 
and ammunition to either belligerent.2_ That ruling having been modified 
by Supreme Council,3 it follows that original decision must be modified in 
accordance with it. Any other attitude would mean depriving Greece of 
the advantage which her command of the sea gives her, and constitute in 
effect an unneutral attitude. 

What French Government now claim is not merely that French private 
citizens or companies may on their own responsibility take risks involved in 
furnishing warlike supplies to one of the belligerents which is in accordance 
with international law—but that such private transactions should receive 
the protection of the French flag and therefore be guaranteed against the 
risks of capture by the other belligerent to which they are naturally and 
properly exposed. This is in flagrant violation of one of the most firmly 
established rules of international law, and His Majesty’s Government cannot 
agree to it. 

You should also point out that since Turks have no warships in Aegean 
or Mediterranean, French apprehensions regarding Kemalist visit and 
search of allied ships are groundless and again emphasise awkward precedent 
which French attitude would create in future naval warfare (see my telegram 
No. 503).4 His Majesty’s Government for these reasons find it impossible to 
justify or concur in any other policy owing to importance to them of question 
of such a precedent and you should most strongly urge French Government 

~ on these grounds to reconsider matter.5 

Repeated to Rome No. 400,° Athens No. 269 and Constantinople No. 
528. 

2 See Vol. XV, No. 35. See also Nos. 100 and 112. 3 See No. 345. 

4 No. 377. 

5 Lord Hardinge embodied the substance of this telegram in a Note of September 21 to 
M. Briand. A copy of this Note was transmitted to the Foreign Office in Lord Hardinge’s 
despatch No. 2624 of September 21, not printed. 

6 Referring to this telegram Lord Curzon, in his telegram No. 402 of September 20, 
instructed Sir G. Buchanan: ‘You should express hope that Italian Government will agree 


with His Majesty’s Government’s point of view and will instruct their Ambassador in Paris 
to support Lord Hardinge’s representations to the French Government.’ 


No. 386 
Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received September 26) 
No. 864 [E 10702/143/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, September 20, 1921 

My Lord, 
With reference to my despatch No. 745 of the roth August last,’ reporting 
the action taken by me to obtain the release of certain native Christians 


' No. 343. 
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imprisoned in Constantinople for alleged participation in excesses in the 
district of Ismidt, I have the honour to report that since writing that despatch 
I have made verbal representations several times weekly to the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs. On the 3oth ultimo Izzet Pasha informed me that he hoped 
to give me a favourable answer in a few days. On the 3rd instant he stated 
that the Council of Ministers had requested the Minister of Justice to en- 
deavour to find some means of releasing those Christians against whom no 
evidence was available. On the 6th instant he stated that a number of the 
prisoners were to be released on the following day; on the 11th instant that 
six had been released; on the 17th instant that seventeen had been released ; 
and yesterday that forty-seven had been released. I propose to continue 
pressing for the release of such of the remainder as to whose guilt there is 
insufficient evidence.? 
I have, &c., 
Horace RumBOLpD 


2 In his despatch No. 1027 of October 3, Lord Curzon replied: ‘I approve your proposal 
to press the Turkish Government for the liberation of the rest of these people.’ 


No. 387 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received September 26) 


No. 867 [E 10705 /1/44) 


CONSTANTINOPLE, September 20, 1921 
My Lord, 

In continuation of my despatch No. 845 of the 13th instant,' I have the 
honour to report that during the last week the relevant Turkish authorities 
have shown much zeal in endeavouring to effect the arrest of the persons 
mentioned on the list handed to them by General Harington who are 
suspected of complicity in the plot to create a revolution at Constantinople, 
etc. Having regard to this attitude on the part of the Turkish authorities 
General Harington has informed the latter, both in writing and verbally, 
that he was prepared to rescind the 7 days’ limit on the following conditions: 


(a) that the search for the balance of the persons required is continued 
actively; and 
(b) that no similar organisations are permitted. 


2. I have the honour to enclose herewith copy of a letter to the above 
effect which I have received from General Harington.? He informs me that 
26 persons have now been arrested in connection with the plot and gun- 
running, and that his informant has identified several of these persons as 
definitely belonging to the organisation which has hatched the plot. The 


t Not printed. This reported in greater detail the information in Nos. 380 and 381. 
2 Not printed. 
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anticipated Cabinet crisis has, therefore, been avoided, much to the relief 
of my Colleagues. 

3. Both of these visited me separately last week and expressed anxiety as 
to what would happen should the relevant Turkish authorities fail to make 
the required arrests within the specified limit of 7 days. They anticipated, 
as I did myself, that a demand for the dismissal of the Chief of the Police and 
the Minister of War would entail the resignation of the Cabinet. This 
would, in their opinion, have been a misfortune, as, apart from special 
considerations with which the French are mainly concerned, my Colleagues 
consider that the present Cabinet isthe best bridge between the Allies and 
Angora, and will be useful when the time comes for intervention or mediation. 
I reassured my Colleagues and said that I did not anticipate a change of 
Government. 

4. The French certainly, and probably the Italians also, are inclined to 
throw ridicule on the whole question of the plot. At first they affected 
to believe that it was trumped up by the British military authorities in order 
to provide an excuse for a display of force designed to impress the native 
population and to bring the British into prominence. They probably also 
suspected that we should not be sorry to see the present Cabinet fall in order 
to give way to a Government formed from an opposition group or groups 
more amenable to British influence. This was certainly the view taken by 
the Leaders of the Opposition groups. 

5. As it happened, however, the revelations about the plot coincided 
with the retreat of the Greeks from beyond the Sakaria River,? a retreat 
which, of course, has been presented by the Turkish press as a great Nation- 
alist victory. Rejoicings over this victory were general and have over- 
shadowed the alarm caused by the revelations about the plot. 

6. Speaking generally, therefore, it may be said that the incident is at an 
end, though the individuals arrested remain to be tried by an Allied Court. 
The incident has considerably shaken up the Turkish Government—and 
the Allies. 

I have &c., 
Horace RumBoLpD 
3 See No. 392, below. 


No. 388 


Sir H. Rumbold to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston (Received September 26) 
No. 869 [E 10707/1/44] 
Confidential CONSTANTINOPLE, September 20, 1921 
My Lord, 
M. Franklin-Bouillon' arrived at Constantinople from Paris a few days 
ago and left for Ineboli on the 15th instant in a French destroyer. 


1 See No. 228. 
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2. Ilearn confidentially in the above connection that a certain person called 
on one of the chiefs of the French Military Intelligence Service and asked the 
latter if he could give him any information about the convention between 
M. Franklin-Bouillon and the Nationalists. The French officer, who thought 
that his visitor had called on behalf of the American Associated Press, asked 
him not to press the point, as any statement he might make might have an 
injurious effect on Anglo-French relations. 

3. My informant infers that there is a secret military clause attached to 
the convention by which the French undertake, on evacuating Cilicia,? to 
leave to the Kemalists military stores, equipment and munitions sufficient 
for two divisions. It is also believed that the French would consent to allow 
the Kemalists the use of their railway line, 1.e., the section of the Bagdad 
Railway in the French sphere running east through Biredjik and Ourfa 
towards Mosul, in the event of hostilities between the Kemalists and King 
Feisal.3 

4. It is difficult to check the accuracy of the foregoing information. There 
is little doubt in my mind that M. Franklin-Bouillon’s negotiations cover a 
wider ground than the exchange of prisoners. My French colleague, who 
must be perfectly well aware of what is going on, spontaneously informed 
me a few days ago with a shrug of his shoulders that M. Franklin-Bouillon 
had passed through Constantinople on his way to Angora. He knew quite 
well that I had no doubt already heard about M. Franklin-Bouillon’s 
movements, and it is evident to me that he wished to convey the impression 
that he is in no way associated with that gentleman’s activities. 

I have, &c., 
Horace RumBOLD 

2 See No. 56, n. 3. 

3 The Emir Feisal, son of King Hussein of the Hedjaz, had been proclaimed King of Irak 
on August 23, 1921. 


No. 389 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received September 26) 


No. 875 [E 10710/143/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, September 21, 1921 
My Lord, 

I have the honour, with reference to my despatch No. 820 of the 5th in- 
stant,' to transmit to your Lordship herewith copy of the text of a telegram? 
addressed by the Nationalist Minister for Foreign Affairs to the French, 
Italian and Japanese High Commissioners and myself in reply to our joint 
telegraphic protest against anti-Christian outrages in Pontus and Asia Minor. 

2. As your Lordship will observe, this telegram has been communicated 


1 No. 375. 2 Of September 15, not printed. 
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to us through the Turkish Commandant of Ismid.3 I have, however, no 
doubt as to its authenticity. 

g. The general tone of the telegram is reasonable and moderate as com- 
pared with other communications which have been received from the same 
source. 

4. Youssouf Kemal thanks us for our spontaneous action on behalf of the 
Mussulman population of Ismid, but strenuously denies the inability of the 
Turks to govern non-Mussulman peoples. 

5. He ascribes the measures taken by the Nationalist Government against 
the Christians of the Black Sea districts to the actions and activites there of 
the Greek population itself; to the organisation there of Greek secret socie- 
ties, the existence of which was proved as the result of a raid on the 
premises of the ‘Pontus’ Club last spring; to the formation of Greek bands 
which devastated the Mussulman villages of this region; to the revolt which 
broke out as the result of the steps taken by the Turkish authorities for the 
disarming of the population; and to the bombardment by the Greek war- 
ships of Ineboli.* With considerable justification he argues that measures 
of precaution were necessary to guard against spying and the possibility of a 
Greek landing, and to put an end to the embarrassment caused to the 
Turkish operations elsewhere by a perpetual state of disaffection and danger 
on the Black Sea littoral. 

6. Youssouf Kemal denies, however, that these measures of precaution 
resulted in massacres or atrocities, or were harsher than the circumstances 
required. They consisted in the deportation of all Greeks who were not 
natives of Pontus, in the transfer into the interior of all capable of bearing 
arms and consequently of actively assisting the Hellenic forces in the event 
of a landing and in a search for arms, large numbers of which were discovered. 
Where no resistance had been offered no blood had been shed, and only those 
women who had been proved guilty of participation in secret societies had 
been sent into the interior. In such circumstances they had naturally been 
accompanied by their children. 

4. After furnishing explanations in regard to certain specific instances 
quoted in our identic telegram, Youssouf Kemal makes certain general 
observations. 

8. The original cause, he declares, of the misfortunes which have be- 
fallen, not only the Christians but also the Mussulman population of Asia 
Minor, lies in the occupation of Smyrna two and a half years ago. The 
Turks saw in this step the political and economic ruin of their race and the 
negation of the principle of self-determination. Asia Minor, as the result of 
that occupation, was being turned into a desert. The Greeks themselves 
were almost equal sufferers with the Turks, and were suffering in vain, since 
if she wished to retain Smyrna, Greece would have to wage perpetual war. 

g. Youssouf Kemal states in conclusion that the Near East can only be 


3 Mehmed Emir. 
4 The bombardment of Ineboli by the Greek warship ‘Kilkis’ was reported to the Foreign 


Office in Constantinople telegram No. 417 of June 11. 
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pacified if Smyrna be restored to Turkey. No palliatives will, he says, be 
of any avail. A complete end must be put to the invasion of Asia Minor by 
the Greeks. And, he adds almost as an afterthought, a similar course must be 


adopted in respect of the Greek occupation of Thrace. 
I have, &c., 
Horace RuMBoLD 


No. 390 


Letter' from Mr. Oliphant to the War Office 


[E 9905 /143/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, September 21, 1921 
Sir, 

I am directed by the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to acknowledge the 
receipt of your letter 0152/5840 (M.1. 2.) of September Ist? regarding the 
attitude of the Principal Allies towards the Graeco-Turkish hostilities. 

2. In reply I am to refer to the letter from this department of Sept. 73 
enclosing copies of telegrams addressed to His Majesty’s representatives 
at Rome, Paris and Constantinople regarding the application of Allied 
neutrality. 

3. It is not clear which particular provisions of the armistice the Army 
Council wish to suspend in the area in which the Greeks and Kemalists are 
fighting’ and it must be remembered that the armistice was concluded with 


1 The draft only of this letter is preserved in the Foreign Office archives. 

2 Not printed, but see extracts in nn. 5 and 7, below. 

3 Not preserved in the Foreign Office archives. 

* See Nos. 376, 377, 378. 

5 In their letter under reference, the War Office had stated: °. . . the [Army] Council are of 
opinion that our military neutrality policy should be based on the Hague Convention of 1907, 
No. 5, [See B.F.S.P., vol. 100, pp. 359-64] respecting “‘the Rights and Duties of Neutral 
Powers and Persons in War on Land’’, the assumption being that, for this purpose, the 
Turkish territory now occupied by the Allied Forces under General Harington’s command 
should be treated as a ‘‘Neutral Power’’, within the meaning of the Hague Convention. As 
regards other portions of Turkey, including that area where the war between the Turks and 
Greeks is in progress, that is to say in the areas over which the Allies have no effective control, 
the existing Armistice conditions (as between the Allies and Turkey) place the Turkish 
Nationalists in a disadvantageous position, as compared with the Greeks, in their relations 
with the Allies and others. Article 9 of the Hague Convention, mentioned above, provides 
that a Neutral Power must apply impartially to the belligerents every restriction or prohibi- 
tion which it may enact in regard to certain matters, such as those concerning the export or 
transit of anything which could be of use to an army or fleet. If the provisions of this Article 
are to be faithfully observed it would appear necessary to suspend, for the time being, the 
provisions of the Armistice (as between the Allies and Turkey) in the area where the war 
between the Nationalist Turks and Greeks is in progress, because, until such action is taken, 
the sale by private firms in the Constantinople area of military equipment to the Nationalists 
is a breach of the Armistice, whereas such private firms are at liberty to sell to the Greeks. 
This would seem to involve the complete violation of our neutrality, as decreed in the recent 
resolution of the Supreme Council.’ 
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the Turkish Government at Constantinople and must continue to be regarded 
as governing the relations of the Principal Allies with that Government. 
For political reasons Lord Curzon does not wish to take action which might 
formally emphasise the practical distinction between the Constantinople 
and Angora Governments and generally speaking he considers that the terms 
of the armistice should be regarded theoretically as also in force in the 
Kemalist areas, except where—as in the case of the supply of arms by private 
traders in the Constantinople area and elsewhere to the Kemalists—a 
particular provision of the armistice has obviously been suspended by the 
decision of the Supreme Council regarding the freedom of private trade in 
arms.® Other cases of difficulty arising from the apparent incompatibility 
of the terms of the armistice and the attitude of the Allies towards the present 
Graeco-Kemalist hostilities should be dealt with on their merits as and when 
concrete cases arise. 

4. The proposal to establish ‘a neutral water zone’’ is not understood 
without some further explanation but if it is intended thereby to suggest 
the closure by Allied action of the waters of the Straits and the Sea of 
Marmara Lord Curzon would not be prepared to support the proposal.® 

5. [he contemplated delivery by the Russian Soviet Government of 
certain warships to the Kemalists raises a further issue than that of the 
application of Allied neutrality as between the Greeks and Turks. As the 
Army Council are aware, the Russian Soviet Government have concluded 
an agreement with H.M.G.9 whereby they oblige themselves, inter alia, to 
“Refrain from any attempt by military or diplomatic or any other form of 
action or propaganda to encourage any of the peoples of Asia in any form 
of hostile action against British interests or the British Empire’. Whether 
H.M.G. are entitled while maintaining neutrality towards the Graeco- 
Turkish hostilities, to regard some of the proceedings of the Kemalists as 
hostile action in the sense of that paragraph, and if so, to take summary 
measures to prevent the imminent occurrence of a breach of the Russian 
Trade Agreement, raises a difficult legal question which is being referred 
to the Law Officers of the Crown in a letter, a copy of which is enclosed 
herein.'° Meanwhile the Admiralty are being asked to instruct the British 


6 See No. 345. 

7 The War Office letter under reference had gone on to say: ‘... the Council are of opinion 
that the logical complement to the naval policy of seizing the Kemalist ships [See No. 354] 
appears to bea military policy of accepting responsibility for the disarmament of the Kemalist 
Army, and since both policies imply an act of war on our part, and since such a military policy 
is manifestly impracticable, the Council request further guidance in the matter. They feel 
that if we are to be fair to all parties, and thus maintain a neutrality above reproach, 
the establishment of a neutral water zone would greatly assist the Allied Commanders at 
Constantinople in the enforcement of Allied neutrality.’ 

8 See also No. 378, n. 3. 

9 The Anglo-Russian Trade Agreement of March 16, 1921. See Cmd. 1207 of 1921. 

10 Of September 21, not printed. Paragraph 10 of this letter ran: ‘His Lordship would, 
therefore, be glad to receive your opinion on the following questions:— 1. In the light of 
the above explanation of the relations of His Majesty’s Government with the Turkish Kemalist 
Government, would His Majesty’s Government, in view of their declared attitude of neutrality 
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naval officers in the Black Sea not to act on the instructions previously 
given to them, without further reference to His Majesty’s Government.!! 
A copy of this letter is being sent to the Admiralty. 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 


towards the Greco-Kemalist hostilities, be entitled to regard certain acts of the Kemalist 
Government as “‘hostile action” within the meaning of sub-paragraph (a), article 1, of the 
Anglo-Russian Agreement? 2. If the answer to the above question is in the affirmative, 
would His Majesty’s Government, knowing that certain vessels of war belonging to the 
Russian Government were being delivered to the Kemalist Government, be entitled (a) to 
protest against such delivery as a breach of the Anglo-Russian Trade Agreement, (5) to 
enforce such protest forthwith, in order to prevent an imminent breach of the agreement, by 
sinking or seizing these vessels, or (c) to make a diplomatic protest to the Russian Soviet 
Government?.. .’. 

In their Report of October 18, not printed, the Law Officers of the Crown replied: ‘1. In our 
opinion, in view of the declared attitude of neutrality towards the Greco-Kemalist hostilities, 
His Majesty’s Government are not entitled to regard acts of the Kemalist Government as 
“hostile action”’ within the meaning of article 1 (a) of the Anglo-Russian Agreement. To put 
forward a case of breach of the agreement on that basis would, in our opinion, be inconsistent 
with a policy of neutrality towards the Kemalists. 2. In this view this question does not arise.’ 
Copy of the report was communicated to the Admiralty in Foreign Office letter of October 21, 
not printed. 

11 In Lord Curzon’s letter of September 21, not printed. On September 22, in their 
telegram No. 75, not printed, the Admiralty instructed the Commander-in-Chief, Medi- 
terranean, not to take measures (see No. 354) for ‘seizure of Soviet men of war without further 
reference to the Admiralty for instructions’. 


No. 391 


Lord Granville (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received September 23, 10.30 a.m.) 


No. 503 Telegraphic [E 10618/143/44] 


ATHENS, September 22, 1921, 12 p.m. 

Your telegram to Rome No. 402.! 

I asked Italian Minister two or three days ago whether he had heard 
anything of proposals contained in your telegrams Nos. 502 and 503.2 He 
had been informed of proposals which the Italian Government were con- 
certing with French Government to refuse. 

He protested under instructions to Greek Government a fortnight ago 
against stoppage of Italian vessel and French Minister protested three days 
ago against stoppage of French vessel in the Black Sea. 

When I discussed question with French Minister, who did not appear to 
know of your proposals, he suggested that there was no need for agreement 
and that we could allow our ships to be stopped if we liked! 


t See No. 385, n. 6. 2 Nos. 376 and 377. 
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No. 392 


Lord Granville (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received October 3) 


No. 442 [E 10939/143/44] 


ATHENS, September 23, 1921 
My Lord, 

In the telegrams which I have the honour to address to your Lordship I 
can but report the various and contradictory versions which reach me re- 
garding the Greek retirement in Asia Minor, and I have unfortunately no 
really reliable source of information to enable me to judge of the relative 
values of these versions. —The Turks apparently say that they have won a 
great victory and that the Greeks fled across the Sakharia in disorder with 
very heavy losses in men and material, and Sir Horace Rumbold’s telegram 
No. 620 of the 18th instant! suggested that the Turks were preparing a great 
encircling movement which might lead to a complete Greek disaster. On the 
other hand, members of the Greek General Staff at Athens assure the mili- 
tary attaché to His Majesty’s Legation, in apparently frank conversations, 
that the decision to retire was taken when it was seen that a further advance 
and the capture of Angora, though feasible, would entail losses greater than 
the object was worth; that the retirement across the river was carried out 
with practically no interference from the Turks and with hardly any loss of 
men or material; that, though the Turkish army was admittedly not crushed 
the moral of the Turks had sunk very lew and they are not capable of taking 
a serious offensive, and that the retirement has continued in perfect order, 
according to plan, every rail of the line being systematically removed or des- 
troyed. The official communiqué to-day states that the Greek army have 
now taken up their position on the line decided on some 50 kilom. to the east 
of Eskishehr. The General Staff also assured Colonel Nairne that the moral 
of the troops is still excellent, and that it is only here in Athens that the 
moral has fallen and depression and pessimism exist. I imagine that both 
sides are lying; that the Greek retirement was not quite so easy and suc- 
cessful as the Greeks make out, but that the Turks are certainly not justi- 
fied in claiming a great victory. 

It is undoubtedly the case that Athens is thoroughly depressed and in- 
clined to be very pessimistic, and this is not to be wondered at, even if the 
official version of events can be relied on, considering the ridiculous way the 
Government have allowed and encouraged the press to feed the public with 
the idea that the war was to all intents over and the Turks completely de- 
feated; in fact “Kathemerine”’ still keeps this up. It is known that the 


t In this telegram Sir H. Rumbold had stated: ‘It is now proved that Greek advance on 
Angora has been definitely checked. General Papoulas admits having encountered stronger 
resistance than he expected and has withdrawn west of Sakharia. British military authorities 
inform me that everything indicates a Greek retirement to Eskishehr line for the winter. 
Turks appear, however, to be working round both flanks and it remains to be seen whether 
this retirement can be carried out in good order.’ 
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losses during the Sakharia battle were very heavy—M. Baltazzi assured me 
that they were below 14,000, but I believe it is really admitted that they 
were 18 to 20,000—and the wounded who are streaming in tell terrible tales 
of their sufferings owing to bad hospitals and bad transport arrangements, 
&c. Stories are told of mutinies at or near the front, or at least of violent 
dissatisfaction against the military authorities and the Government. The 
last time I saw M. Gounaris, two days ago, he spoke as calmly and cheerily 
as ever, but he looked to me worn out with anxiety and depression. 

I have already reported in a previous despatch? my surprise at hearing my 
Italian colleague agree most strongly with my own conviction that a Greek 
victory Is eminently desirable from the Allied point of view, and he has 
since constantly repeated this expression of his personal opinion. But I was 
much more surprised to hear that M. Taigny, the French delegate on the 
International Financial Commission,3 who has hitherto always been most 
violently anti-Greek and who has just returned from leave, volunteered the 
remark to Mr. Bentinck? last night that it would be a very serious matter 
for the Entente if Greece were to be defeated. I am convinced that this is 
true even for France and Italy, but it appears to me much more important 
for Great Britain. Our position, prestige and popularity here in Greece 
have been far superior to those of any other Power, and I venture to urge 
once more upon your Lordship how eminently desirable it is for British in- 
terests that a friendly country like Greece should win rather than an undoubt- 
edly hostile Turkey. So strongly do I feel this that I would go so far as to 
urge His Majesty’s Government, if there should be any apparent proba- 
bility of the Kemalist forces being able seriously to threaten the new Greek 
line, to render moral and material assistance to the Greeks rather than to 
allow them to be crushed (see my telegram No. 298 of the 3rd June).* 

I have advisedly said above that our position ‘has been’ pre-eminent; 
I think and hope that it still is so, but we have already lost a good deal by our 
surrender to Italy on the Albanian question,’ and one reads in the papers a 
good many bitter suggestions that we have forgotten our principles of pro- 
tection of small nations, &c., and are prepared to look on them simply as 
pawns to be sacrificed when desirable for the sake of more important pieces 
on the board. 

I am forwarding a copy of this despatch to His Majesty’s High Com- 
missioner at Constantinople. 

I have, &c., 
GRANVILLE 


2 See No. 266. 3 See No. 83, n. 2. + No. 207. 
5 See No. 397, below. Lord Curzon minuted on October 4: ‘I do not think Lord Gran- 
ville has any right to say that we have surrendered to Italy on the Albanian question.’ 
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No. 393 


Lord Granville (Athens) to Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewved September 27, 4.30 p.m.) 


No. 513 Telegraphic [E 10764/143/44] 
ATHENS, September 26, 1921, 9 p.m. 


Minister for Foreign Affairs sent for me this morning to ask my advice 
regarding the right of search. 

An Italian ship left Constantinople (? three) days ago for the Black Sea 
with motor lorries and Turkish soldiers in civilian dress; lorries were form 
of contraband which specially interested Greeks as Kemal was very short of 
means of transport. He then developed arguments in favour of Greek right 
of search practically identical with those in your telegrams Nos. 503 and 523 
to Paris.' He said that he had intended to send instructions to London, 
Paris and Rome but preferred to consult me first. 

I said I could not answer for my Government but I admitted unofficially 
that personally I agreed with him. I promised to telegraph at once to you 
supporting his view and I advised him to send immediate instructions to the 
three Greek representatives.? I suggested that it might help if I could assure 
you that Greek authorities would be careful and moderate in exercising 
the right of search if agreed to and he gave me fullest assurances that they 
would confine it to cases where they had solid grounds for suspecting 
contraband. 

Upon my still more private (? suggestion) I asked if Greeks’ position would 
not be stronger if they refrained from stopping ships on the high seas and 
tried to catch them in Kemalist territorial waters. He said that in case in 
question orders had been given to follow ship and when she discharged into 
lighters warn her off and bombard lighters.3 

Repeated to Paris, Rome, and Constantinople. 


t Nos. 377 and 385. 2 In London, Paris, and Rome. 
3 Lord Curzon replied in his telegram No. 276 of October 1: ‘Your attitude approved.’ 


No. 394 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 539 Telegraphic [E 10662/132/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, September 27, 1921, 6.30 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 633 (of September 24th." Exchange of prisoners). 
Proposal put forward by War Office and concurred in by Attorney- 

General and myself is that in last resort eight? should be released uncon- 

ditionally, claim to bring them to trial, whether by Turkish or other courts, 
1 In this Sir H. Rumbold had stated: ‘. . . I would most strongly deprecate the release of 


the eight Turks who are, I understand, charged with revolting cruelty to our prisoners of 
war.’ 2 See No. 382. 
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being entirely waived. Apart from difficulty of collecting witnesses so long 
after offences and therefore of securing conviction which would ensure 
exemplary sentence, gravity of charges against them, possible deterrent 
effect of trial and probability that release may lead to withdrawal of part 
or all of Penalty clauses of Treaty of Sévres were fully realised but held to be 
outweighed by necessity of obtaining release of our prisoners before the 
winter. 


No. 395 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquis Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewed October 3) 
No. 892 [E 10961 /1/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, September 27, 1921 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to transmit to Your Lordship herewith copy of an 
intelligence report! which was left with me a few days ago by the Greek 
High Commissioner. This report purports to explain the real purpose of 
the recent visit to Constantinople of Monsieur Hermitte, Monsieur Briand’s 
private secretary. 

2. Whilst it is necessary to make allowances for a natural inclination on 
the part of the Greek High Commissioner to present the French in an un- 
favourable light, since the Greeks are well aware that the French are 
endeavouring to help the Nationalists in every possible way, I have thought 
the report of sufficient interest to forward to Your Lordship, as it confirms, 
in a perhaps exaggerated form, impressions which I had already formed of 
the French attitude towards ourselves at Constantinople. 

3. Iknew M. Hermitte at Berlin before the war. He was M. Jules Cambon’s 
private secretary. When I recently met him here he volunteered the infor- 
mation that he had come to Constantinople for his honeymoon, and that 
he was only spending 10 days in this town. He nevertheless remained some 
three weeks, and there is no doubt that, besides having an audience of the 
Sultan, he saw the Turkish Ministers several times. 

4. Your Lordship will remember that General Pellé, the French High 
Commissioner, succeeded M. Defrance as French High Commissioner in the 
early spring of this year. General Pellé had no diplomatic training. He is an 
able and business-like man with a considerable capacity for work. He brought 
out with him, no doubt as a sort of diplomatic adviser, Count Chambrun, 
a regular member of the French Diplomatic service holding the rank of 
Councillor of Embassy. In a recent conversation which I had with M. de 
Chambrun, at the time when the question of General Harington’s status 
vis-a-vis the Allied High Commissioners was under discussion between my 
Allied Colleagues and myself,? he said that he hoped that we did not intend 


1 Not printed. 2 See No. 353. 
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to turn Constantinople into a second Egypt, because, if so, we should be 
getting into deep water. I replied that we had no such intention and that 
we fully recognised the considerable French economic interests in Turkey. 
We did not desire anything for ourselves in this part of the world. Our 
main interest was the re-establishment of peace so as to allow of a return to a 
normal state of things. 

5. M. de Chambrun’s remark was significant because it expresses what 
many of the French out here undoubtedly feel. The French see a British 
General in Command of the Allied troops of occupation. They also see 
practically the entire Mediterranean Fleet spending a considerable part of 
the summer in these waters. They conclude that we wish to impress the 
Turks with our strength and to play a predominant rdle. 

6. The French are honestly anxious to come to a settlement with the 
Nationalists about the Cilician question? and to effect the release of the 
French prisoners of war. Inspired also possibly with the hope of counter- 
acting our influence at Constantinople, besides being actuated by a real 
dislike of the Greeks, they are undoubtedly helping the Nationalists as far 
as they can. There is no doubt that they have allowed the Turkish Authorities 
to gather that they look with sympathy on the Nationalist cause and they 
have done their best to convince the Turks at Constantinople and the 
Nationalists that they are their friends. But this is not all, for a reliable 
report says that they will endeavour to obtain the exclusive organisation of 
the future gendarmerie in Anatolia besides a concession for the constructions 
of all future railways in that region. 

7. Iam on very good terms with my French Colleague who constantly 
emphasises the necessity for our respective countries to co-operate closely 
in the settlement of European problems. But there are signs that, just as 
in the past there was a struggle for influence at Constantinople between 
England and Russia, and then between Russia and Germany, so there 
will, in the future, be something in the nature of a struggle between England 
and France for a similar object. If this struggle comes, it will not be so much 
owing to any action taken by England but rather the direct result of French 
jealously. In fact the struggle will be forced on us. Whilst the Turks appreci- 
ate the fact that France is helping them at the present moment and may be 
counted on to help them when the moment for intervention arrives, I am 
convinced that, at the back of their minds, the Turks realise quite well that 
England is the Power which really counts and that her support would be 
the most valuable they could have. In other words they will use the French 
for what they can get out of them, but they will tend to rely in the last 
resort on England. This will become apparent to the French in the future 
and will not diminish their jealousy of us. 

I have, &c., 
Horace RuMBOLD 


3 See No. 388. 
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No. 396 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received October 3) 


No. 897 [E 10965 /143/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, September 28, 1921 
My Lord, 

According to reports which have reached Constantinople from Anatolia, 
the Grand National Assembly conferred the rank of mushir (field-marshal) 
and the title of Ghazi (the ‘Victorious’) on Mustapha Kemal Pasha, on his 
return to Angora from the front some ten days ago. In a speech which, ac- 
cording to the ‘Anatolian Agency,’ he made to the Assembly on the roth 
instant, Mustapha Kemal Pasha is reported to have declared inter alia that 
the claim that the Greeks formed a majority of the population in the terri- 
tories occupied by them was not correct. When it was proposed at the Con- 
ference of London! to hold an enquiry in the war zones on this subject, the 
Turkish delegates accepted, but the Greeks, realising that the result would 
be unfavourable to their pretensions, opposed the holding of such an en- 
quiry. He expressed the hope that Mr. Lloyd George would not go back on 
his speech of the 15th August in the House of Commons,? when he declared 
himself in favour of supporting the country that gained a military success, 
now that that country was Turkey. Mustapha Kemal Pasha stated in con- 
clusion that the army would not lay down its arms while a single Greek 
soldier remained within the national frontiers. 

2. In this connection I would mention that since the Greek intention to 
occupy Angora was given up the Turkish Minister for Foreign Affairs has 
on two occasions stated in conversation that the success obtained by the 
Kemalists would render them more docile and disposed to treat for peace. 
However that may be, neither Izzet Pasha nor, indeed, any member of 
Tewfik Pasha’s Cabinet with whom I have had conversations has put for- 
ward any reasonable or practical suggestion as to the terms on which the 
present conflict might be ended. They have one and all expressed the 
opinion that Smyrna with the neighbouring district and Thrace should be 
restored to Turkey, and have spoken of economic independence and the 
abolition of the Capitulations as being essential. The Opposition groups also 
hold the view that the region of Smyrna and Thrace should be restored to 
Turkey. Reshid Bey, a former Minister of the Interior, who is at present in 
opposition, went farther than any Turk with whom I am in touch when he 
stated that Thrace might be made an autonomous province under the suze- 


1 For the proceedings of the Third Conference of London of February 18—March 18, see 
Vol. XV, Chap. 2. 

2 Inareply toa Parliamentary Question on August 15 the Prime Minister had stated that 
Great Britain would be ‘absolutely neutral’ in the conflict between Greece and Turkey (see 
146 H.C. Deb. 5 s., col. 938), and in a speech the following day he had stated that it was neces- 
sary to leave those two powers ‘to fight it out’ (see 146 H.C. Deb. 5 s., cols. 1233-6). 
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rainty of the Sultan, but he maintained that the Smyrna region must be 
restored completely to Turkey. 

g. Foreign opinion here inclines to the view that the terms of peace will 
have to be imposed on both belligerents by the Great Powers, either by 
direct intervention or by mediation after a conference of the representatives 
of both parties has reached a deadlock. In the interests of humanity it is 
greatly to be desired that hostilities may cease before winter sets in. 

4. I am sending a copy of this despatch to His Majesty’s Minister at 
Athens. 

I have, &c., 
Horace RuMBOLD. 


No. 397 


Record by Sir E. Crowe of a Conversation with the French Ambassador 
[E 10970/22/44} 
FOREIGN OFFICE, September 29, 1921 


The French Ambassador came to see me to-day in order to take leave, 
preparatory to a four or six weeks’ holiday in France. He asked me to con- 
vey to Lord Curzon his sincere regret at not paying his respects to him 
personally on this occasion, but as he understood his Lordship was not in 
town, he did not think it right to trouble him. 

Count Saint-Aulaire began by handing me a note (which is now being 
dealt with by the department) recording the official acceptance by the 
French Government of the decision to bring to an end at once the cus- 
toms sanction on the Rhine. I expressed the great satisfaction which His 
Majesty’s Government entertained at this solution, and begged him to 
thank M. Briand for having so promptly accepted our last communication 
in the spirit in which it was made: I promised that the necessary in- 
structions would be sent without delay to the British High Commissioner at 
Coblenz, and to the expert who would represent this country on the inter- 
allied commission.! 

The second subject approached by Count Saint-Aulaire was General 
Harington’s recent action in dealing with the Turkish plot.2 He read to me 
an official telegram from his government in which they renew, in rather 
strong language, their protest against the action of the British general as 
having been taken in defiance of the allied High Commissioners who, 
although they had not thought it necessary themselves to enter a formal 
protest, had nevertheless made it quite clear that they entirely disapproved 
of General Harington’s action, which, moreover, they reported, had not the 
approval of Sir Horace Rumbold. The French Government must insist to 
have it definitely accepted that General Harington was in all political mat- 
ters subject to the three High Commissioners; the French Government were 


™ See Vol. XVI, Nos. 708 and 709. 2 See Nos. 380, 381, 387. 
3 Cf. No. 353. 
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unable to admit the contention that the action actually taken was not of a 
political kind. 

I told Count Saint-Aulaire that I sincerely regretted receiving such a 
communication. From all the reports? we had received from Constanti- 
nople two things appeared to be clear: (1) that the action taken had been 
exceedingly salutary, as well as justified on the merits of the information at 
General Harington’s disposal; (2) that the allied High Commission[er]s so far 
from protesting, had at first approved the action, and later, when on further 
consideration, they thought it necessary to dissociate themselves from ap- 
proval of it, they had nevertheless agreed that it was for General Harington 
to take such action as he thought right on his military responsibility. I found 
it difficult to resist the conclusion that the objections so persistently raised 
had their origin not so much at Constantinople as at the Quai d’Orsay, 
and I thought it was a pity that the reluctance so constantly shown for a 
long time by the French Government in acting up to their promise to recog- 
nise the supreme command of the British general at Constantinople seemed 
even now not to have subsided, but to give rise to a spirit of mistrust and 
ill-will, which made the position of our authorities at Constantinople ex- 
ceedingly difficult without, so far as I knew, serving any useful purpose. 

Count Saint-Aulaire pretended to be very surprised at my taking such a 
view. He thought it was quite obvious that General Harington had exceeded 
his powers, and he said it was notorious that he had been completely misin- 
formed as to the existence of a plot, and that the steps he had taken were per- 
fectly futile, irritating and unnecessary. 

I asked Count Saint-Aulaire to endeavour to place himself for a moment 
in General Harington’s position, and to imagine what he would do if he 
were a French general invested with the powers of supreme command; if, 
in that position, he had convinced himself, on careful and honest considera- 
tion of important evidence furnished to him that the military position was 
seriously menaced, that a traitorous plot was on the point of breaking out, 
and that the persons implicated were known; what would be his senti- 
ments if his British and Italian colleagues told him that, whatever his infor- 
mation was, they forbade him to take any action whatever, and if at the 
same time this obstructive attitude was loudly proclaimed to the public, so 
that it came to the ears of the implicated traitorous persons? I said that I 
could not for a moment believe that in such circumstances the French gen- 
eral would refrain from taking the measures which he considered necessary 
for the safety of his forces, and I should not wonder if he were to receive 
from the French Government a complaint about the unwarranted attitude 
of the British and Italian obstruction. I ended by saying that I thought the 
incident on the spot was now considered as settled, and even satisfactorily 
settled, and I therefore hoped that the French Government would refrain 
from reviving such an unpleasant controversy. ‘The Ambassador ended by 
putting his paper in his pocket instead of handing it to me, as had appar- 
ently been his original intention. 

In the course of a general conversation which followed, Count Saint- 
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Aulaire touched upon the Greco-Turkish situation. He was anxious to know 
whether we had any information to indicate the probability of the Greeks 
now being ready to accept the mediation of the Powers. 

I said we had nothing very decisive on this point; but there seemed to be 
clearly much uneasiness at Athens at the existing state of affairs. Whether 
this feeling was so pronounced as to induce either this, or a future, Greek 
Government to approach the Powers and to express readiness for a compro- 
mise, was a question on which I could not express an opinion. Count Saint- 
Aulaire asked what truth was there in a report that we invited M. Gounaris 
to come here, and when was he expected? I explained to him that what 
happened was that a good many weeks ago M. Gounaris had suggested 
paying a visit to London, and we had intimated to him that the moment 
was not then a suitable one for such a visit, and M. Gounaris had accepted 
the hint.4 So far as I knew, nothing further had been done in this connec- 
tion; it was most probable that M. Gounaris still cherished the hope of 
coming to London, and I ventured to think that if the Greek Government 
were really inclined to come to the Powers for advice and help in their 
present dilemma, M. Gounaris’s visit might prove useful. I had no doubt 
that if, and when, such a visit were definitely decided upon, the allied gov- 
ernments would be informed; but, I said, it is not only the attitude of 
Greece that is important—it is equally essential to know the frame of mind 
prevailing at Angora: about this we were in equal uncertainty, and I asked 
Count Saint-Aulaire whether his government could throw any light upon 
this side of the question. I observed that they had the advantage of having 
an agent at Angora in the person of M. Franklin-Bouillon,’ who, according 
to all our reports, was exceedingly active and in the closest touch with 
Mustapha Kemal. I presumed, therefore, that the French Government 
were in a position to form a fairly reliable opinion of the intentions of the 
Kemalist Government, and I said His Majesty’s Government would wel- 
come any information which might be available from this source. 

Count Saint-Aulaire said he was unfortunately in entire ignorance: he did 
not know how far Paris was informed, but he himself had been told nothing, 
and no particulars of M. Franklin-Bouillon’s proceedings had been com- 
municated to him. He promised, however, that any information of interest 
derived from Angora by the French Government would be placed at our 
disposal. 

The Ambassador then touched upon the question of the Jaffa—Jerusalem 
railway. He reminded me that under the Treaty of Sévres the mandatory 
authorities in Palestine had powers to expropriate the French railway com- 
pany on certain conditions. He understood that the British authorities in 
Palestine had offered to buy out the company for £11,000,000.6 The com- 
pany had rejected this offer as inadequate, and it had been agreed to have 
the matter settled by arbitration. The arbitrators had been appointed and 
the proceedings were expected to be opened before long: nevertheless, it was 


4 See Nos. 357 and 365. 5 See No. 388. 
_ © Tt was noted in the Foreign Office that pounds should be read as francs. 
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to be feared that those proceedings would, as in all similar cases, be protrac- 
ted, so that a final scttlement was not likely to be reached for a considerable 
time. Meanwhile, the railway company was in great financial difficulties, 
and unless they received some payment now, the danger was that they 
would have to go into liquidation This was a contingency which the French 
Government would deeply deplore, chiefly on account of the unfortunate 
effect which it would have on public opinion in France, as it would in all 
probability give rise to a further malicious campaign of anti-British feelir g. 
The company now suggested that they should receive an immediate advance 
of the compensation eventually to be paid to them, amounting to £5,000,000:6 
as the British authorities had themselves offered £11,000,000,° it could not 
be said that this was an unreasonable demand, and the French Government 
earnestly hoped that this request of the company would be granted at an 
early date. I promised to refer the matter at once to the Colonial Office.” 

The next subject touched upon was the Suez Canal. The Ambassador 
told me that his government warmly supported the proposal of the Suez 
Canal Company that the opportunity of the present negotiations between the 
British and Egyptian Governments should be taken to obtain a definite pro- 
longation of the Suez Canal concession. —The Ambassador was instructed to 
ascertain whether in fact this question formed part of our negotiations, or, if 
not, whether we would not agree to include it. 

I said this question had not so far been included, and I was not in a posi- 
tion to give any undertaking that the prolongation of the Suez Canal con- 
cession would figure in the agreement which it was hoped to negotiate with 
the Egyptian delegation.’ Just how much it would be possible for the Brit- 
ish Government to demand from Egypt was a matter which must be care- 
fully weighed by the negotiators, and all I could say was that this question 
had not been overlooked, and would continue to be carefully borne in mind. 

The last subject touched upon by the Ambassador was Albania. He ex- 
pressed the gratification of his government on learning that we had come to 
an understanding with Italy about the famous ‘formula’ and that so the 
whole matter was practically settled. 

I said we had done our very best to meet the views of Italy as far as we 
possibly could. We had first of all made important concessions to Italian 
views, which we understood were shared by the French, as to the southern 
frontiers of Albania; we had withdrawn the support which we had previ- 
ously and consistently given to the Greek claims to southern Albania,® we 


7 The matter had already been referred to the Colonial Office who, in their letter of 
September 27, approved a draft Note from the Foreign Office to the French Ambassador, 
stating that H.M.G. were prepared to pay the sum of 5,600,000 francs to the Jaffa-Jeru- 
salem Railway Company in advance of the findings of the Arbitration Tribunal. The Note 
(E 10426/40/88) was communicated to the Comte de Saint-Aulaire on October 3. 

8 See Cmd. 1555 of 1921 (Papers respecting Negotiations with the Egyptian Delegation). 

9 At the Peace Conference the British Delegation had supported Greek and Yugoslav 
claims to certain territories which had been included in Albania by the London Conference 
of 1913. On December 17, 1920, the Assembly of the League of Nations had unanimously 
reached the decision to admit Albania to the League, even though her government was not 
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had done so in order to facilitate the unanimous solution of the frontier 
question by the Ambassadors’ Conference, and had explained that, as France 
and Italy had agreed to the slight rectification of the northern and eastern 
frontiers which we had thought it right to indicate in the interests of the 
peace and tranquillity of those regions, we withdrew our previous suggestion 
for the cession of southern Albanian districts to Greece, having been assured 
that thereby the desired unanimity would be established. It was at that 
stage that the Italian Government came forward with a further demand to 
the effect that they would not agree to the definite settlement of the frontiers 
until they had been given satisfaction concerning their ‘formula’. This 
satisfaction they had now obtained, and it was with intense surprise that I 
read in a telegram received from Paris to-day" that the Italian Government, 
having obtained the passing by the Ambassadors’ Conference of a resolution 
embodying the ‘formula’,' refused to bind themselves to the acceptance of 
the frontier rectifications in northern and eastern Albania. I said this kind of 
proceeding made me almost despair of ever coming to a settlement in this 
matter. The immediate result would be that no communication could be 
made to the League of Nations, whilst it was the necessity of making such 
a communication at the earliest possible date that the Italian Government had 
used as the principal argument for hastening a decision about the ‘formula.’ 


recognised by the Powers and her frontiers not settled. On May 27, 1921, Italy accepted the 
proposal that the definition of the frontiers of Albania should be submitted to the Conference 
of Ambassadors, H.M.G. having agreed to the Italian proposal that the whole of Albania 
within the frontiers of 1913 should be definitely recognized as an independent state. At its 
thirteenth session (June 17-18, 1921) the Council of the League of Nations had recommended 
that the Conference of Ambassadors should take a decision concerning the frontiers of 
Albania ‘with the least possible delay’. This decision, however, had been delayed by Italian 
demands for a formula safeguarding Italian interests in Albania. For the brief discussion of 
the Albanian question at the Third Conference of Paris on August 11, see Vol. XV, pp. 
695-6. 

10 Paris telegram No. 703 of September 28, not printed. 

11 A copy ofthe draft formula adopted by the British and Italian Governments on September 
26 was transmitted to the Foreign Office in Paris despatch No. 2666 of September 28. The 
formula was passed by the Conference of Ambassadors, Paris, on November g. It ran as 
follows : 

‘r. In the event of Albania being unable to maintain her territorial integrity, she shall be 
at liberty to apply to the Council of the League of Nations for external assistance. 

‘2. The Governments represented on the Conference of Ambassadors undertake that in 
that event they will instruct their representatives on the Council to recommend that the 
restoration of the territorial frontiers of Albania shall be entrusted to Italy. 

‘g. Should a menace to the integrity or independence of Albania, either territorial or 
economic, arise from external aggression or from any other cause, and should Albania not 
have recourse within a reasonable time to the procedure contemplated in article 1 above, 
then the above Governments will bring the facts to the notice of the Council of the League of 
Nations, and, if the Council consider that intervention is justified, will give to their representa- 
tives the same instructions as those contemplated in article 2 of this agreement. 

‘4. If the Council of the League of Nations should decide by a majority vote that they 
cannot usefully intervene, the Governments represented in the Conference of Ambassadors 
will reconsider the question, conforming their decisions to the idea expressed in the preamble 
—namely, that any violation of the Albanian frontiers constitutes a menace to the strategical 
security of Italy.’ 
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Count Saint-Aulaire tried to make out that the frontiers of Albania were 
quite an indifferent matter, as long as the ‘formula’ concerning the future 
of Italian interests in Albania was acknowledged. I said I could not take 
this view: we had been ready to pledge ourselves, under the ‘formula’, to 
take a certain view of Italy’s position in Albania, but that view was clearly 
conditioned on an Albania within certain recognised frontiers: it would be 
quite a different question to allow this ‘formula’ to apply to an Albania 
having other frontiers. For instance, we were ready to recognise that an 
infringement of Albania’s frontiers, say by the Yugo-Slavs, raised the ques- 
tion of the strategical interest of Italy, which the Allies were willing to take 
into consideration: if, however, the frontiers with Yugo-Slavia were not 
fixed, and particularly if the small concessions to Yugo-Slavia, which we had 
considered just and which we thought had been accepted, were to be re- 
pudiated by Italy, how could Italy expect us to view in the same light 
Yugo-Slavia’s actions on that disputed frontier? I therefore expressed the 
hope that the French Government would use their influence to get the 
Italian Government speedily to redeem the undertaking of their delegate in 
Paris, on which we had relied, that the frontier line as defined by the com- 
mittee of the Ambassadors’ Conference would be accepted. 

As the Ambassador rose to leave I asked him whether he had not some- 
thing to tell me about Tangier. He said no. I then explained that we had 
been led by a message given by the French Government to our Ambassador 
in Paris to believe that Count Saint-Aulaire had received instructions to 
communicate with us on the subject of the internationalisation of Tangier. 
Expecting such a communication, we had so far deferred considering in 
detail the recent French note concerning the Tangier harbour concession, 
because we were disposed to think that these matters were connected and 
had better be treated part passu. 

Count Saint-Aulaire said that he had received no intimation that the 
question of the internationalisation of Tangier was to be taken up at once. 
He knew that the question was receiving consideration at the Quai d’Orsay, 
and perhaps the matter would be brought forward shortly; he himself, how- 
ever, was under the impression that owing to the recent Spanish reverses in 
Morocco, the Spanish Government was no longer so eager to attack the 
Tangier problem, and that therefore there seemed to be no reason for the 
French Government to do so. 

I said I doubted the accuracy of his impression. The information which 
we received from Madrid showed unmistakably that the Spanish Govern- 
ment’s anxiety about the future of Tangier remained unabated, and that 
they were getting very nervous about the prolonged inaction of the French 
Government. I therefore regretted that the French Government apparently 
intended to put off the matter again. 

Count Saint-Aulaire went once more over the ground of the French ob- 
jections to discussing the question with Spain before they had come to an 
understanding with Great Britain. I begged his Excellency not to reopen 
this chapter, and I observed that supposing the French Government had 
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any reason to believe that Spain was less anxious than formerly about the 
settlement of the Tangier question, this should be an inducement to the 
French Government to put forward their proposals at the moment when, 
according to their prognostications, Spain might be less unwilling to be 
accommodating. 

I said I gathered from the French note about the harbour works that the 
French Government above all feared the elimination of the Sultan’s author- 
ity from Tangier. This, I thought, was a complete misapprehension of the 
point of view urged either by Great Britain or by Spain. So far as I knew, no 
one had ever proposed to eliminate the Sultan’s authority: on the contrary, 
the draft tripartite agreement negotiated in 1913}? definitely provided for the 
appointment of a Kalipha, who was to wield the Sultan’s authority in the 
administration of Tangier. I could quite understand that the degree of 
the actual influence of the Sultan in Tangier might be dependent on the 
conditions to be prescribed for the appointment of this Kalipha, but the draft 
treaty had made no provision for it, and therefore the matter seemed to me 
eminently one respecting which the French might well put forward their 
views to the British and Spanish Governments simultaneously as one of the 
bases of the proposed agreement for conferring the special régime on the 
Tangier zone. 

Count Saint-Aulaire reiterated his conviction that none of these matters 
would present difficulties if only they could be first discussed between France 
and England. I criticised this as an unreasonable view, which had the ap- 
pearance of mere obstruction: the Ambassador must be quite well aware 
that there would always be ample opportunity for discussing particular 
points between the delegates of two Powers represented at a conference so 
soon as the conference itself had been properly started. Let the French 
Government put forward their general scheme and communicate it to Great 
Britain and Spain: if this proved acceptable as a basis of discussion the con- 
ference could speedily meet, and nothing could then prevent an interchange 
of views on any points between any of the delegates. 

Count Saint-Aulaire finally promised to urge our view once more upon his 
Government.!3 


E.A.C. 


12 The draft of a Tangier statute, which was to fulfil the terms of the Franco-Moroccan 
Treaty of March go, 1912, and of the Franco-Spanish Convention of November 27, 1912, 
relating to Tangier, was prepared by an Anglo-Franco-Spanish Commission which sat at 
Madrid from March to June, 1913. See Survey of International Affairs, 1925, vol. 1, p. 167. 

13 In a private letter of October 18 to Sir E. Crowe, Sir H. Rumbold, who had received a 
print of this memorandum, commented as follows: ‘ . . . it is clear to me that my colleagues 
have been anything but straight towards myself and that their reports to their Governments 
with regard to our action vis-a-vis Harington in connection with the plot are a travesty of the 
facts. I never had much confidence in my Italian colleague and I shall now have equally little 
in my French colleague.’ 
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No. 398 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Hardinge (Paris) 
No. 2567 [E 10707/1/44] 


Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, September 30, 1921 


My Lord, 

With reference to Sir M. Cheetham’s despatch No. 2047 of the 16th July! 
and my despatch No. 1987 of the 20th July,? I transmit to your Excellency 
the accompanying copy of a despatch from His Majesty’s High Commissioner 
at Constantinople regarding M. Franklin-Bouillon’s present visit to Angora. 

2. I should be glad if you would take an early opportunity of obtaining 
from M. Briand some information regarding the purpose of M. Franklin- 
Bouillon’s visit. You might remind him that at my meeting with him and 
the Italian Ambassador at Paris on the 19th June last M. Briand stated, in 
reply to an enquiry of mine, that M. Bouillon had no mission from the 
French Government, but had gone as a French journalist to report upon the 
situation.* In view of information which has appeared in the press and has 
reached His Majesty’s Government from other sources,’ I should be glad to 
know whether M. Bouillon is still without any mandate from the French 
Government, and, if not, to learn generally the nature of his mission and the 
scope of the negotiations, if any, which he is conducting. You should remind 
M. Briand at the same time of the resolution adopted by the Supreme Coun- 
cil on the roth August (see your telegram No. 587 of that date)? ‘to use such 
informal means as may be available to them to ascertain the real intention 
of the belligerents and to interchange information on the subject’. 

3. In so speaking to M. Briand you should bear in mind the assurance 
given to me in the last paragraph of M. Briand’s note of the 14th July (see 
Sir M. Cheetham’s above-mentioned despatch)® in connection with Bekir 
Sami’s negotiations in Paris, that no general engagement would be entered 
into by the French Government with the Kemalists without a close agree- 
ment with the Allies, and especially with His Majesty’s Government. 

Iam, &c., 
CuRZzON OF KEDLESTON 


t See No. 309, n. 2. 

2 Not printed. This despatch instructed Sir M. Cheetham to express Lord Curzon’s 
thanks to M. Briand for his Note of July 14 (see No. 309). 

3 No. 388. 

4 See Vol. XV, p. 596. 

5 As reported by Sir H. Rumbold in Constantinople telegram No. 578 of August 17, not 
printed, the Greek High Commissioner had stated that one of his informants from Angora 
had seen the text of an agreement made by M. Franklin-Bouillon with the Nationalists. 

6 In a private letter of September 30, not printed, to Lord Curzon, Lord Hardinge 
reported that he had already seen M. Laroche of the French Foreign Ministry and had 
mentioned the activities of M. Franklin-Bouillon. M. Laroche had replied that M. Franklin- 
Bouillon was ‘a very active person who likes to be talked about, but that he was confident 
that he had no mission’. 

7 Not printed. See Vol. XV, p. 660. 8 See n. 2. 
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No. 399 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon 
(Recewed October 4, 2.50 p.m.) 


No. 645 Telegraphic [E 11011 /132/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, October 3, 1921, I p.m. 
My telegram No. 639.! 

I had another interview with Hamid Bey yesterday. As it was quite ob- 
vious that proposed exchange would not go through unless we surrendered 
the eight Turks accused of cruelty to British prisoners, I informed Hamid 
Bey that we were ready to release unconditionally all the Turks at Malta in 
return for all the British prisoners in the hands of the Nationalists? including 
of course any of whose detention in Anatolia we might not be aware. He 
accepted this at once. I mentioned to him substance of your telegram No. 
5403 though I am convinced that report in that telegram is exaggerated. 

It was arranged that exchange should take place at Ineboli and that as 
soon as Hamid Bey informed us of date on which British prisoners were ex- 
pected to reach that port we would arrange for ship conveying Turks to 
arrive on same date. 

Hamid Bey (? undertook to) recommend that three British civilians 
Messrs. Hodder, Campling, Swart,4 who are detained at Sokia, should be 
sent either to Smyrna or to Adalia without waiting for main exchange at 
Ineboli. 

Arrangement is of course subject to concurrence of Nationalist Govern- 
ment but Hamid Bey undertook to expedite matter in every possible way. He 
seemed however to think it doubtful whether exchange would be effective 
much before the end of the month. 

! Of September 29, not printed. 2 See No. 394. 


3 Of September 28, not printed. This had mentioned a report that there were 500 or 600 
British Indian prisoners at Diarbekir. 


4 See No. 214. 
No. 400 
The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to the Italian Ambassador 
[E 10739/22/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, October 3, 1921 

Your Excellency, 
I have the honour to inform you that His Majesty’s Government have 
given careful consideration to the various questions involved, and, after 
consultation with the French Government,' are now in a position to reply 


1 In their Note of September 26, transmitted in Lord Hardinge’s despatch No. 2656 
of September 26, not printed, the French Government agreed in principle to a proposed 
reply which Lord Curzon communicated to Lord Hardinge in his despatch No. 2367 
of September 1, not printed. In an unofficial letter of August 24 to Mr. Osborne, 
M. Kammerer had stated that the French Government were unable to accept the principle 
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to the proposals contained in your Excellency’s memorandum No. 1734 of 
the 11th July? last in regard to the allocation of the subsidiary posts under 
the Allied Military and Financial Commissions at Constantinople, provided 
for in the Treaty of Peace with Turkey. 

2. His Majesty’s Government desire, in the first place, to record their ap- 
preciation of the favourable attitude adopted by the Italian Government 
since November last towards the proposal then put forward by His Majesty’s 
Government for the appointment of General Sir C. Harington as Allied 
Commander-in-chief at Constantinople.’ 

g. As regards the military sub-commissions, His Majesty’s Government 
regret that they are unable to share the view of the Italian Government that 
there exists any necessity for rotation in these posts, seeing that the presidency 
of the Military Commission, which will control the activities of the three sub- 
commissions, is itself subject to the principle of rotation. 

4. As regards the subsidiary posts under the Financial Commission, His 
Majesty’s Government agree in principle to the creation and allocation to an 
Italian national of a post of liaison officer between the Turkish Ministries 
of Finance, Commerce and Public Works and the Financial Commission,‘ 
for the special purpose of mutual agreement on concessions. But they regret 
that they cannot agree to the assignment to an Italian of a ‘mandate of con- 
trol over all concession contracts,’ as proposed in the penultimate paragraph 
of your memorandum under reply.’ The creation of such a post would 1m- 
pair the contemplated powers of the Financial Commission under the Treaty 
of Peace with Turkey and make it less easy to carry out the terms of the peace 
settlement as a whole in the matter of concessions. For the same reasons 
His Majesty’s Government consider it unnecessary to provide for such a post 
by a special provision to be inserted in any subsequent revision of the Treaty 
of Sévres. 

I have, &c., 

CuRZON OF KEDLESTON 
of rotation. Mr. Osborne minuted (August 29): ‘The Italians do not press it very strongly. 
... If they insist we can make the French bear the onus of refusal since we do not care 
greatly either way.’ 

2 Not printed. 3 See No. 10. See also No. 25, n. 14. 

4 In the proposed reply submitted to the French Government (see n. 1) the wording was: 
‘between the Turkish Ministry of Finance and the Financial Commission.’ In his despatch 
No. 2595 of October 4, transmitting to Sir M. Cheetham a copy of this reply to Signor de 
Martino, Lord Curzon added: ‘... you should explain to the French Government that 
the Ministries of Commerce and Public Works have been included, although not specified 
in the original draft, since it is understood that many concessions will concern those depart- 
ments.’ 

S As Mr. Oliphant pointed out in a minute to the Italian memorandum of July 11: “They 
[the Italian Government] object (as we did) to committing the Financial Commission to a 
Secretary-General (a post for which the Treaty does not provide) and they are of the opinion 
that the Commission should be left free to select its own subsidiary officials, including the 
Inspector-General of Customs, the three Gov[ernmen]ts restricting their intervention to in- 
structing their delegates to distribute the posts equitably by nationality on the principle of 
rotation. As an alternative to this arrangement they suggest that a special post of controller 
of concessions be created and awarded to an Italian.’ 
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No. 401 


Lord Granville (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received October 6, 10.15 a.m.) 


No. 524 Telegraphic [E 11071 /143/44] 


ATHENS, October 5, 1921, 8.30 p.m. 


My telegram No. 510! and Smyrna telegram No. 77.2 

I saw Monsieur Sterghiades this morning who returns to Smyrna to- 
morrow. 

He told me that administration of “Treaty of Sévres zone’ would continue 
as it is (he is evidently very proud of it); in rest of occupied territory he had 
appointed or was appointing certain Greek controllers and was organizing 
gendarmerie but otherwise all Ottoman officials were left in charge of their 
various functions and pending final settlement were carrying on in name of 
Sublime Porte not of course in name of Angora Government. 

He assured me that these Ottoman functionaries seemed satisfied with 
this arrangement and were doing their duty. He allowed no money to go to 
Constantinople but all excess receipts were kept in special account; as a 
matter of fact such small excesses as these were had to be kept to meet 
probable deficits. 

He declared that public order and security were on the whole good even 
in new territories; there was certain amount of trouble from bands but 
these were almost all sent by Kemal and slipped through the lines and were 
not formed by local inhabitants. He refused to express any opinion as to 
probability of holding present line as he said he was not in close touch with 
military authorities. 

He seemed distinctly optimistic but urged imperative necessity from 
allied point of view as much as Greek of speedy settlement. 

Repeated to Constantinople and Smyrna. P 

t Of September 26, not printed. For the substance of this telegram, see No. 405, below. 

2 Of September 28, not printed. This stated: ‘Greek High Commissioner left for Athens 


last night. Object of visit is said to be to discuss with Greek Government measures to be taken 
for organization of civil administration throughout area at present under military occupation.’ 


No. 402 


Sir M. Cheetham (Parts) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received October 6) 


No. 726 Telegraphic: By bag [E 11053/1/44] 


PARIS, October 5, 1921 


Your despatch No. 2567 of September goth (E. 10707/1/44).! 
Monsieur Briand returned from the country yesterday and received me 
early this morning. When I spoke to His Excellency in the strict sense of 
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Your Lordship’s instructions on the subject of Franklin Bouillon’s activities 
he began by repeating the old phrases as to the latter’s independent position 
and his connection with the ‘Matin’. He admitted however shortly after- 
wards that Franklin Bouillon had on this present journey been authorised 
to speak to the Angora Government on behalf of the French Government on 
certain questions. He had been forbidden to discuss with the Angora 
Government the larger questions of peace and a general settlement with 
Greece and the Allies, but had been empowered to negotiate on behalf of 
the French Government as to French prisoners, protection of minorities in 
Cilicia and other points involved in the evacuation of Cilicia by French 
troops. Monsieur Briand said these points were immediate and vital. The 
French garrison in Cilicia still numbered 80,000 men, and Parliament, 
which meets on October 18th, would not bear this expense any longer. He 
hoped to conclude a satisfactory arrangement in the course of a month. 

The President of the Council then informed me that Franklin Bouillon, 
who had found the Angora Government elated with victory and confident 
of further successes, thought that in this temper their demands would be 
large; but his conversations with Mustapha Kemal showed that the latter’s 
pretensions were less exaggerated than those of his entourage. It appeared 
to me that these last remarks applied to the general situation though 
Monsieur Briand was ostensibly only talking of a settlement of the nearer 
French interests in Cilicia. I did not press him on this point, as I feared to 
exceed the limits of your despatch under reply; but as Franklin Bouillon has 
obviously, in spite of the denials of the Quai d’Orsay, for some months been 
acting as French political Agent at Angora, we should have every right to 
enquire at the proper moment what are the results of his mission. 


No. 403 


Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received October 7, 12.5 p.m.) 


No. 411 Telegraphic (EF rr111/143/44] 


ROME, October 6, 1921, 9.15 p.m. 

My telegram No. 3(?94).? 

Note? received from Minister for Foreign Affairs today states that: 

1. Italian Government agree with His Majesty’s Government that it 
follows from Supreme Council’s decision, according to which neutrality of 
Allies in Greco-Turkish war permits (? trade) in arms on part of allied firms 
or individuals, that allied authorities cannot interfere to prevent military 
supplies reaching Greeks or Kemalists and that therefore allied firms and 
individuals must be left free to sell and allied vessels to transport every kind 


t Of September 22, not printed. This reported that contents of No. 385 had been com- 
municated to Minister for Foreign Affairs on September 1. 
2 The Note was dated October 4. 
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of military supplies without interference from allied naval or military author- 
ities. 

Italian Government is ready to accept views of His Majesty’s Government 
as to prohibition of sale of allied stocks of war material if it cannot be proved 
that such stocks will not (? reach) belligerents, on condition that French 
Government also agree.3 They have accordingly given preliminary in- 
structions to competent Italian Ministry that they consider it should be under- 
stood that this prohibition of export of stocks in possession of Italian military 
authorities is only applicable to period dating from October 4th.‘ 

2. Italian Government regret that they cannot accept views of His 
Majesty’s Government as to recognition of Greek rights of blockade, visit, 
and search. They have always considered and they still consider that rela- 
tions of Allies towards Greece and Kemalists in present war are of a very 
special nature and do not require application of usual regulations in regard 
to neutrality or recognition of belligerents’ rights of blockade, visit, and 
seizure. They contend that His Majesty’s Government shared this view 
until recently5 as shown by communication made by His Majesty’s Minister 
at Athens to Greek Government on April 22nd.° Italian Minister at Athens 
has made similar communications on various occasions to Greek Govern- 
ment who though raising objections of (? principle) have in fact accorded 
their action to this thesis. 

Italian Government do not consider any new facts have occurred which 
necessitate modification of their own views.5 In accepting decision of 
August 13th,” they did not intend to modify their own line of action other- 
wise than within terms of that decision by which they hold themselves to 
be bound. They further call attention to very special situation of terri- 
torial waters zone of Anatolia which is under Italian control. To recognise 
unconditionally belligerent rights of blockade, visit and seizure in these 
waters would ehtail consequences most compromising for Italian prestige 
in Anatolia. They, therefore, consider such recognition inadmissible and 
they hold that Greek Government have also acknowledged reasonableness 
of this view since they have recently assured Italian Minister at Athens that 
suitable measures for excluding from field of operations of Greek men-of-war 
territorial waters zone under Italian control and those of Dodecanese have 
been renewed. 

3. General Harington’s proposals to prevent transhipment at Constanti- 
nople of war material destined for eventual consignment to Kemalists (? in 
order to) minimize incidents between allied and Greek ships in Sea of 
Marmora, would become unnecessary if (His Majesty’s Government) 
refused recognition, as Italian Government do of belligerents’ rights of visit 


3 Note on original: “They have agreed.’ This agreement was given in the French Note of 
September 16 (see No. 385, n. 1). 

4 An exclamation mark was placed against this passage in the Foreign Office. 

5 Note on original: ‘But the Paris decision changed the whole question.’ 

6 Not printed. See Nos. 125 and 129. 

7 The date of the resolution was August 10 (see No. 345, n. 4). 
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and seizure. Moreover, adoption of that proposal would result in preventing 
all supplies of arms reaching Kemalists through Black Sea ports and would 
be in direct contradiction with fact that Allies permit Greeks to exercise 
full liberty of action across the Straits and to make Constantinople one of 
the principal centres for operations of their vessels, a fact which appears to 
Italian Government to be yet another proof of special nature of relations 
existing between Allies and belligerents and to be absolutely contrary to 
international usages in regard to neutrality. 

Note concludes with expression of hope that in view of above considera- 
tion His Majesty’s Government will re-examine the question in such a way 
as to permit reconciliation of views of Allies. 

Full translation follows by bag.® 

(? Repeated to) Athens and Constantinople. 


8 A question mark was placed against this passage in the Foreign Office and the comment 
added: ‘A good argument.’ See No. 410, below. 
9 In Rome despatch No. 769 of October 7, not printed. 


No. 404 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Granville (Athens) 
No. 280 Telegraphic [E 11069/143/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, October 7, 1921, 9 p.m. 


Your telegrams Nos. 522 and 523! (of October 5th; visit of M. Gounaris). 

If political position in Greece is as unstable as is represented in the press 
and confirmed by your telegram No. 525,? 1t would seem desirable to post- 
pone visit until it is certain what Government will be in power after the 
opening of the Chamber. As regards visits to Rome and Paris, the Minister 
would probably relieve many suspicions by taking them on his way. Further, 
in this manner he might catch M. Briand before latter sails for America.3 


1 In these telegrams, not printed, Lord Granville stated that the Greek Minister for 
Foreign Affairs had asked whether His Majesty’s Government (1) could fix an approximate 
date for M. Gounaris’s visit to London (see No. 357) (2) would ‘be quite indifferent as to 
whether those visits [to Rome and Paris] precede or succeed visit to London’. 

2 Of October 4, not printed. 

3 M. Briand was due to attend the Washington Conference on Pacific Affairs and the 
Limitation of Armament, which opened on November 11, 1921 (see Vol. XIV, Chap. VI). 
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No. 405 


Memorandum! by the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston respecting Intervention 
between Greece and Turkey. 


[E 11096/143/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, October 7, 1921 


Two of my colleagues? have written notes urging an immediate or early 
intervention in the struggle, which appears to have reached a position of 
stalemate between the Greeks and the Turks. They may be sure that the idea 
of such intervention at the first moment consistent with a reasonable chance 
of success has never been absent from my mind since the rejection by the 
Greeks of the last offer made by the Allies} after my visit to Paris in June. 
But the problem is not to be solved by the mere expression of an a prort 
desire; and I will here endeavour to state, for the assistance of the Cabinet 
in arriving at a decision, the main conditions of the problem, as it now 
presents itself. The story will necessarily be rather a long one. 

The first point to be determined is the military situation. Since the 
Greeks early in September failed to break through to Angora and retired 
west of the Sakharia, the Greek objective has apparently been to occupy a 
line about 20 miles east of Eskishehr, extending in front of Afion Karahissar, 
and some 16 miles south-eastwards along the Anatolian Railway, and to 
hold on to this territory as territory conquered in war, organising its admini- 
stration on the lines of the zone round Smyrna. It is difficult, however, 


t This Memorandum was based largely upon a Memorandum of October 1 by Mr. Forbes 
Adam, not printed. 

2 Mr. Montagu and Mr. Churchill. Mr. Churchill, in his Memorandum of September 26, 
not printed, had stated : ‘The serious reverse which the Greeks have sustained in their attempt 
to take Angora should add another to the long series of opportunities which have occurred for 
making a good settlement in the East. It will indeed be disgraceful if we do not make a real 
effort now to secure such a settlement. The waste and ruin by which the whole of this part of 
the East is ravaged and its reaction upon the general impoverishment of the world is in itself 
a sufficient reason. But we have also a much more particular one. As the Greek Army retires 
they will no doubt destroy the railway behind them, and if they are able to continue in the 
possession of the junctions which they took in the earlier battles the Turks should find it very 
difficult to come forward and menace them with active operations. The war is therefore likely 
to come into a condition of stalemate so far as the Mediterranean side is concerned. .. .’ He 
added that it was likely that Kemal, unable to develop any strong offensive towards the 
West, would ‘have only one outlet for any forces at his disposal, namely, Mosul’ where ‘for 
the very smallest expense of troops and ammunition he can cause us enormous embarrassment’. 
In his Memorandum of September 26, Mr. Montagu spoke of the disastrous consequences of 
Great Britain’s not being represented at Angora. The Foreign Office, he added, could con- 
ceive of nothing but official representation and, since official representation was impossible, 
the British alone were prevented from doing anything which might improve relations with 
Mustapha Kemal. Lord Curzon commented to Sir E. Crowe on September 30: ‘Nothing 
that we do ever satisfies Mr. Montagu or stops his flow of peevish complaint. But in this case 
I have no idea what he means. We have tried by every means in our power to get in touch 
with M. Kemal but have failed. The only official representative we have discountenanced 
was General Townshend [see No. 248] who is not to be trusted... .’ 

3 See No. 260. 
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from the information reaching us, and while the situation changes from day 
to day, to form a clear opinion of the state of either belligerent’s army. 

As regards the Greeks, Sir H. Rumbold telegraphed on the 18th September* 
that, although the Greeks had fought remarkably well, the moral of their 
staff appeared to be shaken and the Turks seemed to be working round both 
flanks. It remained to be seen whether retirement could be carried out in 
good order. General Harington also telegraphed on the 22nd September’ 
that he had received General Papoulas’s appreciation of the situation, 
‘which was that of a beaten man seeing the enemy threatening him every- 
where’. He added that the Greeks might succeed in stopping on the Eskishehr 
line if the weather broke there as it had at Constantinople. Again Lord 
Granville telegraphed on the 26th September‘ that his Italian colleague had 
good information that the Turks had completely cut the communications 
between Afion Karahissar and Ushak; that they were encircling the right 
wing of the Greek army, whose moral was low but discipline not lost. On the 
23rd September? Lord Granville telegraphed that the Greek Minister of 
Finance had informed his French colleague that the Greeks would defend 
Eskishehr, but if the Turks succeeded in driving them thence, the Greeks 
might consider themselves defeated and the campaign might be abandoned. 

On the other hand, Major Johnston, General Harington’s liaison officer 
with the Greeks, reported on the 20th September’ that the Greeks were 
‘destroying the railway west of the Sakharia by blowing up each rail,’ and 
were laying waste the country. The Greeks, although their losses were said 
to have been 23,000 against Turkish 17,000, ‘were not in danger, and the 
retreat will be carried out safely’. General Harington also telegraphed on 
the 23rd September? that ‘the Greek army appears to be holding its own and 
retiring in good order on positions previously decided upon, despite the fact 
that the Turks are showing great energy and ability in carrying out cavalry 
raids’. 

As regards the Turks our information is more meagre. Secret messages 
indicated, however, that, just before the Greek retreat, the Turks were very 
short of ammunition and guns and equally short of motor lorries and petrol. 
We know, however, that they are receiving ammunition in coasting boats 
from Batum, and General Harington admits a leakage from Constantinople, 
apparently from stores under French control, which the Greek warships can 
only partially stop in the Black Sea. General Papoulas even admitted to 
General Harington that the Turkish troops opposed to him were stronger 
and better equipped than his own troops. It is also clear from secret sources 
that the French are negotiating for the direct supply of ammunition to the 
Kemalists, although actual delivery seems to depend on the outcome of the 
Franklin-Bouillon negotiations at Angora.!° Meanwhile both parties are 


4 See No. 392, n. 1. 5 Telegram No. 1041, not printed. 
6 Athens telegram No. 511, not printed. 

7 Athens telegram No. 505, not printed. 

® Not traced in the Foreign Office archives. 

® No. 1045, not printed. 10 See Nos. 388, 398, 402. 
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officially celebrating the tremendous victory that they have won. Te Deums 
have been sung at Athens, and public rejoicings have taken place at Angora. 
We are reminded of the Battle of Jutland, which we simultaneously celebrated 
as a triumph in London and Berlin. 

On the whole, however, it seems unlikely that the Kemalists can for some 
time sufficiently remunition themselves or become sufficiently mobile, with 
winter and the rainy weather setting in, to drive the Greeks from the two 
junctions of Eskishehr and Afion Karahissar. Though their lines of com- 
munication are long the Greeks have all the railways, other than the short 
stretch of the Anatolian and Baghdad beyond Tchai to Cilicia, and, if they 
can enforce it against the French and Italians, the command of the sea 
communications, other than those between Trebizond and Batum. A stale- 
mate with both sides exhausted has been General Harington’s forecast up 
to now, and this seems probable but not certain. On the other hand time 
seems to be on the side of the Turks since if the Greek troops cannot be demo- 
bilised, their moral is likely to suffer during the winter months in the 
trenches, subject to continuous raids and in the middle of a hostile country. 
If the situation changes at all it seems likely to be against the Greeks. From 
the military point of view the moment for intervention by the Allies would 
appear therefore to be propitious. 

I now turn to the political attitude of the Greeks. 

After the meeting of the Supreme Council in Paris in August" and before 
the Greek retreat, Lord Granville sounded the Greek Prime Minister?? 
regarding his peace aims. They appeared to be a ‘strategic’ frontier for the 
Smyrna zone, apparently pushed north to the Sea of Marmara to include 
Brusa, and some form of autonomous international State for the Straits 
and Constantinople, in the administration of which Greece would participate 
with the principal Allies. About the same time there were indications that 
the Greek Government believed that His Majesty’s Government would 
support a Greek entry into Constantinople. The idea seems to have been 
reluctantly dropped after strong representations by Lord Granville} and a 
Reuter statement, and in an interview at Brusa just before the Greek retire- 
ment King Constantine was reported to have admitted that he realised that 
the Allies would not allow the Greeks to go to Constantinople, at any rate 
‘for the present’.'* Since the Greek retirement there has been no clear indi- 
cation from Athens whether mediation would be acceptable or what terms 
Greece would now accept. On the one hand Lord Granville reported on the 
19th September's that all the papers seemed to agree that the time had come 
when the Government must at last make a great diplomatic effort in order 
to secure the acquiescence of Powers in suitable terms of peace, and that 


1! Fora record of discussions at the Paris Conference of August 8-13, see Vol. XV, Chap. VI. 

12 See No. 359. '3 See Nos. 325, 330, 336, 338, 341, 350, 359- 

14 Lord Granville, in his despatch No. 416 of September 8, not printed, had reported that 
this statement was alleged to have been made to Colonel Corfe, President of the Committee 
of the League of Nations for the repatriation of Greek and Bulgarian populations. 

1S Athens telegram No. 498, not printed. 
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the general tone of the press indicated that mediation would be welcome. 
On the other hand he telegraphed on the 21st September'® that M. Gounaris, 
‘who was not at all cheerful,’ had said ‘no’ to an enquiry whether the Greeks 
meant to take the first step towards negotiation with Kemal. They would 
hold the line decided upon and see what happened. ‘Gounaris made no 
allusion to mediation.’ In a more recent statement to the press (26th Sep- 
tember),17 M. Gounaris announced that ‘the Greeks must organise the 
occupied territory so as to defend it with the least possible sacrifices and 
expense, and we shall proceed to that organisation making it as complete 
as possible’. 

In August, before Parliament rose, M. Gounaris suggested a visit to 
London to see the Prime Minister and myself. The moment was, for many 
reasons, inopportune, and the reply was sent that the middle of October 
would be a better season.'!® M. Gounaris has now revived the proposal,'9 
but has not yet been given a definite date. Until he comes he is not very 
likely to indicate with any precision how the Greeks view the situation or 
what terms they will accept. Meanwhile his own position seems to be 
somewhat insecure. Rival politicians are believed to have obtained the ear 
of the King, and, although M. Gounaris may survive the expected crisis, 
his Ministry does not seem likely to be long-lived. 

Such information as we have regarding the internal situation in Greece 
(necessity of floating an internal loan, drachma at 78, calling up of the 1922 
class, an admitted shortage of reserves) points to the Greeks (even if they 
believe that they can hold the Eskishehr line, which is uncertain) being 
ready to accept Allied mediation if the Allies are at all insistent and if 
sufficiently ‘face-saving’ terms can be offered. Indeed, we hear of a spirit 
of depression prevailing at Athens when the real nature of the retirement 
came to be understood. This feeling will grow as winter draws on. 

The attitude of the Constantinople Government is a less important factor, 
but it is perhaps significant that on the 23rd September Sir H. Rumbold 
reported?° that Tewfik Pasha, the Grand Vizier, had at a recent Cabinet 
reviewed the situation in Asia Minor as a stalemate, and stated that he had 
advocated in recent conversations with diplomatists at Constantinople the 
retention of Thrace by Greece, together with certain concessions in Smyrna, 
conditional on the immediate evacuation of Anatolia. He added that the 
time had come to approach the Allies officially. The more Nationalist 
members of the Cabinet had protested on the ground that Angora must make 
the first move. Tewfik’s move was believed to be inspired by the Sultan, 
and possibly to herald changes in the Cabinet in a direction unfavourable to 
the Kemalists. This, however, has not followed. Meanwhile we know the 
Constantinople Government to be in close touch with Angora through the 
Constantinople Minister for Foreign Affairs, Izzet Pasha. 


16 Athens telegram No. 501, not printed. 

17 Reported in Athens telegram No. 510 of September 26, not printed. 
18 See No. 357, n. 3. 19 See No. 404. 
20 Constantinople telegram No. 628, not printed. 
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As regards the situation _at Angora, our reports do not encourage any very 
sanguine hopes as to Angora’s readiness for peace. One thing seems clear, 
however, namely, that, in spite of some hostile symptoms, the nationalist 
movement, with Mustapha Kemal either as dictator or figurehead, has a 
real hold in Asia Minor. It also seems probable that there 1s really not much 
difference of opinion in principle between the various parties at Angora, 
beyond personal jealousies, and that the pre-war C.U.P.?! elements have 
created a fairly strong centralised and comparatively efficient Government, 
of a military kind. These points were emphasised at the Foreign Office the 
other day by Dr. White,22 an American missionary of long experience, who 
has seen much of Kemalist Turkey and only recently left it. 

On the other hand, the material resources of the Kemalists cannot be 
strong. The shortage of ammunition, motors and petrol has already been 
noted. The recent forcible requisition of 40 per cent. of all stocks in Asia 
Minor was also significant. If intelligence reports may be trusted, a recent 
decision first to ask the Bolsheviks for labour and later for cavalry, and the 
removal of all troops from the Caucasus and Cilicia fronts show exhausted 
man-power. The same reports, confirmed by Dr. White, go to show that 
although the Russians have undoubtedly helped with arms and ammunition 
and offered but not delivered warships, the Kemalists regard Bolshevik 
agents and Bolshevik designs with no small suspicion, while the Bolsheviks 
hardly conceal their intention of recovering Kars and Sarykamish at the 
earliest opportunity. The ‘mariage de convenance’ with the Bolsheviks, 
in short, seems unlikely to weigh strongly with the Kemalists at the moment 
if they thought that they could obtain acceptable terms from the Allies. 
Unfortunately it is very hard even to guess what their terms would be to-day. 

Before the Greek offensive of last July there was very little indication that 
the Kemalists would modify appreciably in negotiations the terms of the 
National Pact of February 1921, which, as it is so often referred to, I am 
printing at the close of this Memorandum.?3 These terms, though admittedly 
susceptible of modification in detail in the course of negotiation, differ very 
materially from the Treaty of Sévres even as afterwards proposed to be 
modified in London and Paris.4 

On the other hand, the indication of Kemalist terms communicated to us 
at the end of July by Mr. Toynbee,?5 the correspondent of the ‘Manchester 
Guardian,’ who has transferred his sympathies from the Greeks to the Turks, 
showed a certain willingness to interpret the Pact more reasonably, especially 


21 Committee of Union and Progress. 

22 This conversation with Dr. White, Head of the American College at Merzifun, is 
recorded in a Memorandum (E 10866/143/44 of September 26) by Mr. Edmonds, not 
printed. 

23 Not here printed. 

2% See Vol. XV, No. 53, Appendix 2, and No. 88. 

25 In a minute of July 19, Mr. Forbes Adam stated that Mr. Arnold Toynbee had sent to 
him privately a paper(not printed )containing ‘a summary ofa three hours’ discussion between 
himself and Raouf Achmet Bey who was here with Bekir Sami [in March] and reported now 
to be the liaison officer between Izzet Pasha and Angora’. 
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in the matter of the Capitulations and finance, and possibly in the case of the 
Straits. That was, however, before the Greek retreat, and there was no sign 
of any abandonment of the Pact’s territorial provisions—retention of Smyrna 
and Thrace. 

Since the Greek retreat, however, there has been some indication that 
Angora might be willing to accept intervention, though probably on her own 
terms. First, a telegram from Angora to Constantinople of the 12th Septem- 
ber showed an inclination to turn negotiations about prisoners into negotia- 
tions for peace, and the Japanese High Commissioner, who had offered to 
intervene, was informed that the object of the National Assembly was to 
secure a peace guaranteeing the liberty and independence of the Turkish 
nation within its frontiers, and if the British Government would admit and 
concede these legitimate aims, they would be ready to start negotiations at 
once.26 

On the other hand, there can be little doubt what the legitimate frontiers 
of Turkey, as interpreted by the Kemalists, are. On the 21st September 
Sir H. Rumbold reported?’ that the Kemalist Minister for Foreign Affairs, 
Youssouf Kemal, in a long and not unreasonable reply to the High Com- 
missioner’s protest as to Greek and Armenian deportations in Asia Minor, 
had concluded that the Near East could only be pacified if Smyrna were 
restored to Turkey. No palliatives would be of any avail. A complete end 
must be put to the invasion of Asia Minor by the Greeks, and, he added, in 
Sir H. Rumbold’s words—‘almost as an after-thought,’ a similar course 
must be adopted in respect of the Greek occupation of Thrace. 

Thirdly, in a very recent speech reported by the ‘Morning Post’ Con- 
stantinople correspondent on the 26th September, Mustapha Kemal said 
*, .. we want peace and we are ready to make peace. My own opinion is 
that there is not any obstacle to such aim.’ All he demanded was recognition 
of their existence and national independence. ‘Mr. Lloyd George on the 
16th August?® in the British House of Commons indicated intervention in 
favour of the winner of the war, and I am hopeful that Mr. Lloyd George 
will not go back on his word.’ 

These are of course only vague indications of a readiness to treat, but they 
are perhaps significant coming after the Greek retirement. They seem to 
justify the general appreciation of the situation given in Sir H. Rumbold’s 
despatch of the 20th September.?9 ‘I find that my colleagues share my 
impression that the Nationalists would be glad to make peace as they realise 
their exhausted state. I personally do not believe, however, that they would 
be satisfied with less than the solution contemplated at Paris in June last 
with regard to Smyrna’ (i.e... an autonomous province under Turkish 
sovereignty, a mixed gendarmerie under a proportion of Allied officers and 
gradual retirement of Greek troops). “Looking at the situation from here 
it would seem that we must await further development of military situation 
and see whether the Greeks will be able to carry out their programme of 


26 Cf. No. 414, below. 27 No. 389. 
28 Cf. No. 396, n. 2. 29 Constantinople despatch No. 868, not printed. 
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destroying the railway between Eskishehr and Angora, and creating a desert 
without hindrance from the Nationalists. A few weeks should be sufficient 
to judge of the effect on the internal situation in Greece of the serious check 
they have received. We therefore think that towards the end of October the 
Allies may find the moment favourable for action.’ 

In short, the Kemalists would probably not refuse Allied intervention in 
the shape of an invitation to a conference by the Supreme Council. Whether 
terms could be agreed upon and offered on a basis acceptable to them is a 
very different matter, which I will discuss presently. 

One condition, however, it will not be disputed, is an essential prelimin- 
ary to any such conference, supposing the two combatants to be willing to 
attend it. 

The Allies must agree in advance, preferably with Greece, but certainly 
among themselves, on the main modifications of the Treaty of Sévres which 
will be reasonably likely to satisfy the Kemalists. 

The terms of such a settlement can, for the purposes of convenient con- 
sideration, be divided into two main categories :— 


I. Those which mainly concern Greece and Turkey. 
II. Those which mainly concern the Principal Allies and Turkey. 


I. The crux is undoubtedly, as it has been all along, the Smyrna zone. At 
the June Conference in Paris there was agreement among the Principal Allies 
in proposing an autonomous province under Turkish sovereignty administered 
by a Christian Governor (incidentally Greece would be more likely to accept 
and Turkey might well offer a Turkish subject of Greek race as Governor) 
with the assistance of a mixed gendarmerie under European officers; Greek 
troops to be withdrawn as soon as the gendarmerie could ensure security in 
the province. 

It may I think be taken as axiomatic that the Kemalists will never make a 
peace with Greece on less favourable terms than these, unless the Allies are 
prepared to unite in support of Greece and in hostility to Turkey (by which 
I mean the formal supply of arms and financial assistance to Greece and the 
blockade of the Mediterranean and Black Sea Kemalist ports at the least). 
But it seems equally axiomatic that France, with King Constantine on the 
throne of Greece, anxious to recuperate herself economically in Turkey, and 
probably committing herself to some support of Turkish aspirations in her 
negotiations in Angora, will not agree so to support Greece. It is hardly more 
likely that the Italians will support Greece with regard to Smyrna. It is true 
that the Italian Government has recently sat rather carefully on the fence 
as between Greeks and Turks and as between ourselves and the French, but 
we know from secret sources that they are now sending Signor Tuozzi3° to 
Angora and that they are really as anxious as ever to secure economic con- 
cessions from Turkey in southern Asia Minor. 

In these circumstances it would probably be impossible for Great Britain 
alone to enable Greece to defeat the Kemalists and to hold Smyrna in the 


30 See No. 231. 
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face of a benevolent French attitude towards the Kemailists, quite apart from 
the outweighing disadvantages of risking a split in the Entente. 

If these considerations are sound, it follows that if a profitable mediation is 
to be offered Great Britain must press upon the Greeks something like the 
Paris proposals of June with regard to Smyrna. These proposals might con- 
ceivably be made more palatable to Greece by abolishing any customs 
barrier between the Smyrna province and Greece, and possibly by admitting 
Greece, so far as the Smyrna province is concerned, to the Tripartite Agree- 
ment or to the ‘understanding between gentlemen’ which, it was proposed 
at Paris in June,3! should take the place of the Tripartite Agreement. 

In addition His Majesty’s Government might offer recognition of King 
Constantine and possibly facilities for raising a loan here, though I doubt 
very much whether the French Government would join in any such proceed- 
ing. It is also a matter for consideration whether the islands in the Sea of 
Marmara left to Turkey by the Treaty of Sévres but ethnologically Greek 
might not be given to Greece. They could not be garrisoned, as they are in 
the demilitarised area. 

Lastly, we shall have to insist on the Italians returning the Dodecanese 
even if it is too much to hope that they will throw in the concession of Rhodes. 

If, however, the Greeks are to be brought to accept such a solution as the 
above of the Smyrna area, it seems politically impracticable to change the 
settlement of Thrace provided for in the Treaty of Sévres in the direction 
apparently desired by both the French and the Italians at the Paris Con- 
ference in June (the creation of an international zone under an international 
gendarmerie). Both on ethnological grounds and more especially in order to 
secure that the Dardanelles shall remain open, it seems essential that the 
Dardanelles peninsula and the northern shore of the Marmara, at any rate as 
far as Rodosto, should remain in Greek hands. This would rule out the return 
of Northern Thrace to Turkey or acceptance of the Enos—Midia line (which 
is no natural frontier) as the Greco-Turkish boundary. The Kemalists, and 
the French supporting them, ask for the return of Thrace or for its inter- 
nationalisation in order the better to defend Constantinople. There are other 
ways of meeting this: (a) The Treaty of Sévres frontier can be brought across 
from its present point south of Midia to a point on the northern shore of the 
Sea of Marmara nearer Rodosto. (5) Greek troops in Eastern Thrace (as 
opposed to gendarmerie) might be stationed only in certain places and in 
fixed numbers. Correspondingly the number of Turkish troops in European 
Turkey would have to be fixed. (¢) There would remain, to safeguard both 
Turkey and Greece, the existence of an international commission of the 
Straits and of an Allied force, however small, at the Dardanelles end of the 
Straits. Greek troops might participate in this garrison on the European 
shore and Turkish troops in the Allied garrison on the Asiatic shore. 

In addition, it must be remembered that we have promised our support 
for the strengthening of article 15 of the Greek Minority Treaty in such a way 
as to give the Moslem majority of Adrianople the predominant share in the 

31 See Vol. XV, p. 591. 
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executive functions and in the ministerial council, and some stronger provision 
regarding non-interference by the Greek Government with the management 
of Moslem sacred shrines or places of Moslem worship, the immunities of the 
latter to be guaranteed.32 

II. I pass to the considerations that more directly affect the Allies in rela- 
tion to Turkey. While we have no clear indication of what precise modifica- 
tions of the Treaty of Sévres, apart from Thrace and Smyrna, would satisfy 
the Kemalists, it seems certain that in order to obtain a settlement now, the 
Allies may have to go further than the concessions offered in London in 
March last (see Annex I to this memorandum)?: in the direction of saving the 
face of the Turks so far as the financial provisions of the treaty are concerned. 

At Paris in June M. Briand told me that with regard to finance, in which 
French interests were paramount, he would be willing to seek a method of 
securing essential control that would not offend Nationalist susceptibilities. 
He probably meant abolishing the Financial Commission and falling back 
on the pre-war Debt Council. Our objection to this has always been that 
although the machinery of the Public Debt is very efficient, and although we 
and the Italians are represented equally with the French on the Council, the 
French Government, owing to the preponderant number of French bond- 
holders in the pre-war Debt, would inevitably cause French claims on Turkey 
to be given precedence over other Allied claims. Under the Treaty of Sévres 
the policy was to pool Turkish resources (revenues assigned to the Debt and 
other sources of revenue) for the payment not only of the pre-war Debt, but 
also of the cost of Allied occupation and the payment of Allied war claims for 
damages, &c. For us therefore it would be preferable to maintain the financial 
provisions of the Treaty of Sévres and in some form, or other the substitution 
of the Financial Commission for the pre-war Debt Council.33 Having regard, 
however, to the facts (a) that French financial interests in Turkey are greater 
than British, while British economic interests in Turkey (share of imports and 
exports) are greater than French, and (4) that the Kemalists object to a body 
like the Financial Commission under the Treaty of Sévres, which is respon- 
sible to the Allies and has practically executive powers, as an infringement of 
their independence, a ‘way out’ might be found by going back more or less 
to the pre-war system of Allied advisers to Turkish Ministries. The French 
might appoint an adviser to the Ministry of Finance who would be a servant 
of the Turkish Government; we might appoint an adviser to the Ministry 
of Customs; and the Italians an adviser to the Ministries concerned with 
concessions. The financial and economic obligations of Turkey under the 
Treaty of Sévres would remain, and these three advisers might form a 
council for advising the Turkish Government as to how best to meet their 
obligations. This plan would, of course, mean that we should recognise 
and make permanent the French preponderant control of Turkish finance. 
It would also mean that we should rely on the personality and influence of 


32 This promise was made to Mr. Montagu. See No. 119, n. 7. 
33 See No. 1. On the pre-war financial arrangements, see Donald C. Blaisdell, European 
Financial Control in the Ottoman Empire (New York, 1929). 
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the Allied representatives to ensure Turkey meeting all her obligations. 
To safeguard ourselves against French pre-war and war claims against Turkey 
being met before our own, owing to the preponderant French influence at 
the Ministry of Finance, we might have to make a separate agreement with 
the French Government regarding priority of payments, &c. These are very 
tentative suggestions, and the Treasury might have objections to offer, but 
in the case of Turkey, finance and politics are so mixed up that it is inevitable 
that in finding treaty terms acceptable to Turkey and France political 
considerations must carry great weight. 

I shall be prepared, if the situation arises, to make suggestions with 
regard to other possible concessions, military, economic and judicial, which 
might render our proposals more palatable to the Kemalist Turks. But it 
would perhaps be premature to dilate upon them now.?4 

My general conclusion, however, is that if something like the terms I 
have sketched could be agreed upon by the three Principal Allies and 
offered jointly and firmly to the Greeks and Kemalists in the near future, 
a settlement should not be found impossible. 

As regards procedure, apart from M. Gounaris’s proposal to come to 
Londons in the middle of this month, a preliminary informal discussion 
with the Greeks seems essential, if only because we do not know their 
present attitude, and more especially because it seems absolutely necessary 
that His Majesty’s Government should do their utmost to persuade them 
to take the line advocated above regarding Smyrna. The present position 
of the Greeks in Asia Minor is, after all, largely due to the mandate originally 
given them by the Supreme Council,36 and His Majesty’s Government’s 
obligations towards Greece, however slight they may be legally and on 
paper, render it desirable that we should treat their susceptibilities as far as 
possible with consideration, at any rate until we see whether friendly but 
strong persuasion fails to succeed. If the objection be raised that such a 
discussion would make it appear that we intended to back the Greeks 
strongly in the approaching conference, we could meet it by explaining to 
the French in advance what line we intend to take with the Greeks, and 
possibly by even suggesting that they should take steps to sound Angora in 
the same way as we are sounding the Greeks as to their attitude towards the 
conference and terms of peace. The French may be in a better position to 
do this than we. 

The next step after discussion with the Greeks would appear to be to call 
an Allied Conference and to try to obtain an Allied agreement as to the 
main terms to be offered to both Greece and Turkey. The partial agreement 
reached at Paris in June would form the natural basis for such a resumption 
of Allied discussion, but the Allies should then be in a better position to 
know the Greek, and possibly the Kemalist, attitude, and it seems essential 
to remove the deadlock regarding Thrace which existed in June at Paris. 


34 These points were dealt with in some detail in Mr. Forbes Adams’s Memoranda (see 
n. 1.) 
35 See nn. 18 and 19. 36 See Vol. I, No. 10, minute 8. 
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After the Supreme Council have reached agreement on the main modifi- 
cations of the Treaty of Sévres to be proposed to both sides the Greeks and 
Turks might then be invited to attend, the invitation to Angora again being 
made through the Turkish Government at Constantinople. The latter 
point might perhaps be waived if necessary to ensure Kemalist acceptance 
of the invitation. 

Mr. Churchill in his recent memorandum to the Cabinet?7 has proposed 
that the Allied terms when agreed upon should, if necessary, be enforced 
by the Alhed Powers by blockade or by assistance to one side or the other, 
in order to assure that the unreasonable party be brought to heel. It seems 
impossible to come to a decision on this point until there has been another 
Allied discussion and friendly mediation has again been tried. Even then 
it can hardly be contemplated, unless the Greeks are intolerably unreason- 
able, that we should assist Kemalist Turkey against Greece. It is difficult 
to overlook the fact that the Kemalists are the actual, if not the legal, 
successors of the Turkish Government which waged a five years’ war against 
us, that the Greeks were our Allies until recently, and that they fought 
for, and the Kemalists against, the Treaty which was signed by all the Allies 
a year ago, and, lastly, that the Kemalists have shown continual and bitter 
hostility to us ever since the London Conference. The Kemalists may 
generally wish, or at any rate circumstances may now make them ready, 
to change this attitude if more favourable terms are offered them, but time 
alone can show their good faith. Only a hopelessly intractable attitude on 
the part of the Greeks would, therefore, seem to justify our forcing our terms 
on the latter by help to the Kemalists. There are stronger grounds, already 
indicated, for enforcing our terms on the Kemailists, if they are unreasonable, 
but such a policy would require a change of French and Italian opinion, 
for which it is difficult to hope. In the circumstances it would seem better 
not to consider at this stage any form of forcible mediation. 

It will be seen, therefore, that I endorse the plea for an early handling of 
the case, and this plea is undoubtedly strengthened by the fears so naturally 
expressed by Mr. Churchill that a failure to come to terms with the Turks 
may gravely prejudice the situation in Mesopotamia, the burden of which 
he has undertaken with so much courage, but where the balance may 
easily be deflected to his detriment. 

On the other hand, Mr. Montagu’s complaint37 that by the attitude of 
the Foreign Office we are prevented from exercising any influence at Angora, 
that we can conceive of nothing but official representation there, and that 
the consequences of our apathy are disastrous, seems to me quite unfounded. 

We have lost no opportunity presented to us of getting into touch with 
Mustapha Kemal and of ascertaining his views. We received Bekir Sami 
Bey when he came as the official representative of the Kemalist Government 
to London last year [stc],38 and we made proposals and concluded agreements 
with him which were ignominously and, in the case of our prisoners, most 


— 37 Seen. 2. 
38 Bekir Sami had been in London during February-March, 1921. 
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dishonourably thrown over by Mustapha Kemal when his delegation returned 
to Angora.39 As regards our prisoners, Mustapha Kemal not merely broke 
this engagement, but has treated our prisoners, including officers of high 
distinction, with great indignity, ultimately forcing us, in order to extricate 
them before the forthcoming winter, to conclude a bargain‘*® against which 
the Commander-in-chief at Malta has just protested as deplorable and 
humiliating.4! 

Nevertheless, when Mustapha Kemal showed an inclination to be brought 
personally into touch with us last July through General Harington, we at 
once gave authority to the latter to proceed. Nothing came of it because 
Mustapha Kemal sought to attach the acceptance of his extreme political 
claims as a condition to discussion.*? 

Mustapha Kemal can let us know his views any day that he pleases 
through his personal friend and former colleague, Izzet Pasha, now Foreign 
Minister at Constantinople, or through his liaison officer there, Hamid Bey, 
with both of whom our High Commissioner is in constant contact. He has 
other emissaries in Europe: Dr. Nihad Rechad, Jami Bey and Bekir Sami,*3 
who can approach us whenever they please. 

No private person has been stopped or dissuaded from going to Angora 
except General Townshend,‘4 whose qualifications were not considered 
suitable. As regards the unofficial representatives of our Allies, I cannot 
think that their reception and experience there have been particularly 
encouraging. Count Sforza gained nothing whatever by his prolonged 
flirtation with Mustapha Kemal except the final refusal of the latter to 
receive the Italian representative, Signor Tuozzi, at all.45 The French first 
tried to come to terms with Mustapha Kemal through M. du Caix, their 
representative in Syria, who negotiated the armistice preparatory to a treaty. 
They next made a separate agreement with Bekir Sami about Cilicia and 
their prisoners, which was at once thrown over by Mustapha Kemal and 
the National Assembly. Since then they have spent the best part of a year 
in trying to negotiate a substitute, first, in Paris, with Bekir Sami Bey‘? (who 
was once again thrown over by Mustapha Kemal), and secondly, at Angora, 
through the instrumentality of M. Franklin-Bouillon,*® who has paid two, if 
not three, visits to Angora, and is believed, though officially disavowed by 
the French Government, to have made or to be making some arrangement 
confined to French prisoners and the Cilician frontier. 


39 See No. 65, n. 5, Nos. 169, 243, 258, 263, 279. 40 See Nos. 348, 382, 394, 399. 

41 In telegram No. 527 of October 4 to the Admiralty, not printed. 

42 See Nos. 247, 253, 254, 278, 280, 284, 287, 291, 293. 

43 Dr. Nihad Rechad was a representative at Paris. Jami Bey was a representative at 
Rome. Bekir Sami had visited Rome and Paris (see No. 244). A minute by Mr. Lindsay, 
dated June 21 and initialled by Lord Curzon ran: ‘I think it would be a mistake to exclude 
Bekir Sami from England.’ Cf. No. 303. 

# See No. 248. 

48 This refusal to receive Signor Tuozzi (see No. 231) had been reported in Rome telegram 
No. 269 of July 3, not printed. 

46 See No. 160. 47 See Nos. 228, 263, 298. 48 See Nos. 388, 398, 402. 
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These examples are not particularly encouraging. Nor can I see the 
slightest reason to suppose that had any Englishman, official or unofficial, 
been at Angora during the last six months the results would have been 
very different. More probably he would have experienced the fate of 
Colonel Rawlinson.49 The time may come—I hope it may not be long 
delayed—when we can again attempt to enter into relations with Angora, 
while not I hope forgetting that there is still such a thing as a Government 
at Constantinople, to which our High Commissioner is accredited, and 
without whose concurrence we cannot negotiate any settlement at all. But 
isolated action will not help us to solve the larger problem any more than 
it has already helped the Italians and the French. The problem remains an 
international problem, and the steps now to be taken for its settlement are 
in my judgment these :— 


(a) A very early effort to ascertain what are the bases on which media- 
tion can now take place with a reasonable prospect of success—such 
effort involving an urgent conference with the Greeks, upon whom 
we alone can exercise a friendly pressure, to be accompanied or 
followed by a similar attempt to resume discussion with the Turks. 

(b) As soon as the bases have been provisionally determined, a meeting 
of the Supreme Council to draw up the proposed revision of the 
Treaty of Sévres. 

(c) A summons to Greeks and Turks to attend and receive the revised 
conditions.5° 


C or K 

49 See No. 348. 

50 This Memorandum was not discussed by the Cabinet until November 1. Meanwhile, at 
a Conference of Ministers held on October 26, Lord Curzon had reported that M. Gounaris 
was due to arrive that evening and had asked for an interview the following day. The 
Conference took note, with approval, of Lord Curzon’s intention to press M. Gounaris to 
say whether Greece would be ready for Allied mediation on the basis rejected by Greece in 
June (see No. 251, n. 1, and No. 260). 


No. 406 


Str H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewed October g, 11 a.m.) 
No. 658 Telegraphic [E 11137/201/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, October 8, 1921, 6 p.m. 

My telegram 618.! 

Allied High Commissioners have informed Turkish Gov[ernmen]t that 
Ottoman decree of September 13th? cannot be accepted in its present form 
and that the return to ad valorem system is acceptable only on the following 
conditions. 

Import duties shall be charged at pre-war rates 11% ad valorem and on 
the same system of valuation. 


t Of September 17, not printed. 
2 See No. 361, n. 7. See also F.R.U.S. 1921, vol ii, p. 909. 
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Cases of disagreement between Customs and foreign merchants will be 
settled by a commission composed of a delegate each from Customs, Pro- 
visional Commission of Control, Consulate and Chamber of Commerce of 
importer. Decision of majority of commission will be final. 

In case of opinion being equally divided, merchant can pay in kind. 
This measure to be put into force on trial for three months with exception 
of eventuality foreseen in preceding paragraph; allied High Commissioners 
in view of special circumstances of the situation here, fluctuations of ex- 
change, and position of market, etc. to waive pre-war right of payments in 
kind. Delays mentioned in article 6 published decree will commence only 
from date of acceptance by Ottoman Government of preceding conditions. 

Repeated to Smyrna No. 83. 


No. 407 


Record by Sir E. Crowe of a conversation with M. Venizelos 


[2 11473143144] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, October 13, 1921 


M. Veniselos called upon me to-day. He said he came to say good-bye 
before going on a trip of several months to America. In the course of a 
friendly conversation he naturally alluded to the situation in Asia Minor. 
He reminded me that he had always regretted the Greek military operations 
which had been undertaken, and which he thought had really been un- 
necessary, but no doubt they were due to the belief of King Constantine 
that without an anti-Turkish campaign he would not be secure on his throne. 
He said on looking at the whole situation, as it now presented itself; he saw 
that the greatest danger to Greece consisted in the ability of the Turks to 
enlist the sympathy of one or other of the Allies, and even to play off one 
against the other; in fact, so long as there was no definite agreement between 
England and France as regards their policy towards Greece, his country had 
not a chance of arriving at any satisfactory settlement. He therefore looked 
upon the establishment of an Anglo-French understanding respecting Greece 
as the first destderatum. 

He had recently been to Paris and had a very frank conversation with M. 
Briand, who had assured him that, whatever might be his own personal 
affection for Greece, it was impossible for the French Government to conduct 
their policy on lines not approved by public sentiment in France. French 
opinion was absolutely opposed to King Constantine; M. Briand went so far 
as to say that Constantine was hated more than the Emperor William; as 
long as Constantine was on the throne, friendship with Greece was out of the 
question. On the other hand, he definitely assured M. Veniselos that, once 
Constantine was got rid of, French policy would undergo a radical and rapid 
change, which would be entirely to M. Veniselos’s satisfaction. 

This being so, M. Veniselos has come to the conclusion that in order that 
England might give effect to her well-known friendly feelings towards 
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Greece, she must come to an understanding with France on the subject of 
King Constantine; that is to say, she must consent to make the sacrifice to 
French amour-propre of siding with her in declaring definitely against Con- 
stantine. He thought that an opportunity might shortly present itself for 
taking this step; M. Gounaris was coming to England in the near future,! 
and M. Veniselos knew that he was also going to Paris; it would suffice for 
the British Government to make it clear to M. Gounaris that he must fully 
take into account French requirements, and advise him to come to a definite 
understanding with France. Possibly the British Government might previously 
concert with M. Briand that the latter should quite explicitly demand the 
abdication of Constantine as a conditio sine qud non of French support and 
goodwill; it was to be expected that, if England then made it clear that she 
could not separate herself from her French ally, the hint would be taken, and 
M. Veniselos seemed to think that, with the disappearance of Constantine, 
the Greeks would be able, with the then friendly assistance of the Allies, to 
arrive at a satisfactory settlement with the Turks. 

I asked him whether he still contemplated that Greece would be able to 
maintain intact all her demands upon Smyrna in accordance with the 
Treaty of Sévres. To this he replied that no compromise was possible on the 
point. He even suggested that he would be able to convince the French that 
any weakening of the Greek position in Smyrna would react disastrously on 
the French position in Syria. 

I warned him, in a friendly way, that the solution of the difficulty in 
which Greece found herself did not lie entirely in the hands of England and 
France, even if they wished her well. There was the Turk. Was it quite 
certain that the influence which the Allies could still exercise would induce 
Angora to recognise Greek claims on Smyrna? He must realise that not 
only in France, but even in England, there was a movement of considerable 
strength in favour of seeking some accommodation with Angora, in order to 
put an end to Turkish and Moslem hostility to the Western Powers, and so 
far we had not received any indication that Mustapha Kemal considered 
himself compelled to give up his designs on the recovery of Smyrna. 

M. Veniselos said he was well aware both of the actual dangers of the 
situation and of the sentiments entertained here, and in Paris, favourable to 
a compromise, rather than to a definite enforcement of the stipulations of the 
Treaty of Sévres. He still hoped, however, that reflection would bring 
greater wisdom. He was convinced that the enmity of the Turk towards the 
Western Powers would be in no way abated by any concessions that they 
made as regards Greece, whereas, on the contrary, to yield and make any 
concessions to Mustapha Kemal would only tend to increase Turkish con- 
tempt of the Christian Powers. 

M. Veniselos finally told me that he was going to see the Prime Minister 
to-morrow afternoon, and intended to express his views to him with the 
frankness which he had always shown in former conversations with him 

E. A. C. 
t See No. 405 and No. 408, below. 
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No. 408 


Lord Granville (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received October 14, 3.45 p.m.) 


No. 535 Telegraphic [E 11346/143/44] 
Very Urgent ATHENS, October 14, 1921, 2 p.m. 


My telegram No. 528.! 

M. Briand has stated that he can receive M. Gounaris and M. Baltazzi 
between October roth and October 22nd. 

Assembly meets tomorrow and Government hope to finish debate in the 
course of tomorrow night. In that case Messieurs Gounaris and Baltazzi 
will start on Sunday? and go via Paris. They are proposing to Italian 
Government to return to Rome after Paris before going to London, but they 
have seen in some paper that Prime Minister will go to Washington; and 
they are therefore doubtful whether they have time to do Rome before 
London. They beg for expression of your views immediately. If your reply 
cannot reach me in time please have it given to them through His Majesty’s 
Ambassador at Paris. 


' Of October 10, not printed. This referred to No. 404 and reported that the Greek 
Minister of Foreign Affairs was approaching the French and Italian Governments with 
regard to M. Gounaris’s proposed visits to Paris and Rome. 

2 i.e. October 16. 

3 Mr. Osborne minuted on October 15: ‘A reply must wait until the P.M.’s movements 
are settled.’ 


No. 409 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir M. Cheetham (Parts) and 
Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 


No. 585! Telegraphic: by bag [E 11054/143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, October 14, 1921 


Your despatch No. 2727 (of October 4th).? 

Your despatch No. 769 (of October 7th).3 

(Greek right of search). 

You should address a further urgent note to Government to which you 
are accredited on the following lines. 

His Majesty’s Government are seriously concerned to learn that French/ 
Italian Government decline to recognise Greek right of visit, seizure and 
blockade on the grounds that relations between the Allies and Greece are 
abnormal and that the former are therefore absolved from a strict inter- 
pretation of the neutrality which they have proclaimed. 

1 No. 585 to Paris, Despatch No. 857 to Rome. 

2 Not printed. This transmitted to the Foreign Office a copy of a Note of October 4 from 
M. Briand, not printed. 

3 See No. 403, n. 9. 
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The position is admittedly anomalous and allied neutrality may not in all 
respects conform to precedent, but the issue in regard to neutral trade in 
war material appears to His Majesty’s Government to be beyond dispute. By 
the Paris Resolution of August roth* the allied Governments agreed to 
continue an attitude of strict neutrality and not to intervene in the struggle 
with assistance of any kind. At the same time it was laid down that this 
disposition in no way infringed the rights of private firms to freedom of 
trade. The latter decision radically altered the situation, since the exercise 
of the right of visit and seizure is an essential corollary of neutral trade in 
war material. Hitherto the allies had prohibited the export of war material 
to either belligerent and had maintained an embargo on the export of war 
material from Constantinople to the Nationalist forces. In these circum- 
stances their refusal to admit the Greek right of visit was justified. But the 
exercise of the right of visit necessarily and implicitly follows from the 
admission of neutral trade in war material. If it is withheld the freedom of 
private firms to supply munitions to the belligerents is greater than would 
be enjoyed by neutrals in any other war under the accepted principles of 
neutrality, because it would be a freedom unrestricted by the belligerent’s 
rights to use all means at his disposal to intercept and seize shipments of 
military supplies intended for the enemy. Allied firms would, in fact, be 
enjoying the privilege of neutrals to supply belligerents while the latter 
would be denied the corresponding check which is the essential condition of 
the right of supply. 

His Majesty’s Government have just received a strong protest from the 
Greek Governments on the subject of the exemption of allied vessels from visit 
and search and they consider the principle involved of such importance that 
they must strongly urge the French/Italian Government to reconsider their 
attitude in the matter. 

Repeated to Athens No. 282 and Constantinople No. 557 by telegraph. 


4 See No. 345, n. 4. 
5 In a Memorandum enclosed in M. Rizo-Rangabé’s letter No. 3770 of October 4, not 
printed. 


No. 410 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 
No. 858 Telegraphic Despatch: by bag [E 11054/143/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, October 14, 1921 


My immediately preceding telegraphic despatch (No. 857 of October 
14th:! neutrality and Greek right of search). 

The Italian argument? against the prohibition of transhipment of war 
material at Constantinople is not understood. It is desired to exclude the 
traffic in arms in favour of either belligerent from Constantinople and its 


™ No. 409. 2 See No. 403. 
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neighbourhood, for the security of which the Allies by virtue of their occu- 
pation are responsible. It is not clear how the proposed prohibition would 
prevent supplies from reaching Nationalist Black Sea ports or how tranship- 
ment at Constantinople would facilitate this object. 

In any case the security of Constantinople seems to be the governing 
factor and His Majesty’s Government trust that the Italian Government will 
on reconsideration agree on this point also. 

Repeated to Paris No. 587 (bybag), Constantinople No. 558 and Athens 
No. 283. 


No. 411 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir M. Cheetham (Paris) 
No. 586 Telegraphic: by bag [E 11054/143/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, October 14, 1921 


My immediately preceding telegram (No. 585 of October r4th:' neu- 
trality and Greek right of search). 

French Government have not replied to our proposal? that no war material 
for either belligerent should be consigned to Constantinople. 

Please endeavour to secure their concurrence. 

Repeated to Rome No. 859 (despatch,) Athens No. 284 and Constantinople 


No. 559. 
! No. 409. 2 See No. 377. 


No. 412 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received October 16, 12.30 p.m.) 


No. 677 Telegraphic [E 11375/143/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, October 15, 1921, 5 p.m. 


Smyrna telegram No. 80 to Foreign Office.! 

Following is the text of identic telegram which the three allied High 
Commissioners have agreed to address to their respective Governments. 

Allied High Commissioners have received a joint note from Sublime 
Porte protesting formally against application of Greek laws in occupied dis- 
tricts of Asia Minor and against substitution of Hellenic administration for 
Smyrna High Commissariat.? 

Ottoman Government maintain that these measures are not only directly 
contrary to principles of international law and to inalienable rights of 


! Of October 6. It ran: ‘It is officially notified today that Greek High Commission in 
Smyrna will in future be called ‘‘“Greek Administration of (? Asia Minor)”’.’ 
2 Cf. No. 4o1. 
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Turkey, but are of a nature to create new complications in Near East. 
Full responsibility for serious consequences which might result is thrown on 
Greece. Porte begs that instructions may be sent to allied representatives at 
Athens to make energetic representations to Greek Government with a view 
to preventing application of measures proposed. 

Repeated to Athens No. 134. 


No. 413 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received October 24) 


No. 949 [E 11678/143/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, October 15, 1921 
My Lord, 

With reference to my telegram No. 653 of the 6th of October,' I have the 
honour to report that the Locum Tenens of the Greek Patriarchate,? accom- 
panied by Musurus Bey, his political adviser, called on me a few days ago to 
speak about the reported wholesale executions of Ottoman Greek subjects 
at Samsoun on the charge of being implicated in trying to establish an 
independent state in the Pontine region. 

2. The Locum Tenens said that his information was based on what he 
had seen in the Turkish newspapers published at Samsoun. The Turks there- 
fore themselves admitted that they had resorted to wholesale executions. 
The Turkish papers even indicated that the category of persons executed 
all belonged to the better classes. He made an earnest appeal to me to do 
all that was possible to put a stop to these executions. 

3. I pointed out how difficult it was for the Allies to bring pressure to 
bear on the Angora Government. Did the Locum Tenens suggest that the 
British Government should send ships to Samsoun and other Black Sea Ports 
to collect Greek or Ottoman Greek subjects who were in danger of their 
lives and bring them to Constantinople? If so, I was afraid that I could hold 
out no hope that His Majesty’s Government would pursue any such course, 
which would naturally involve them in a direct conflict with the Nationalist 
forces. 

4. The Locum Tenens and Musurus Bey, who were very agitated, said 
that they could not stand by and see the Greek race exterminated. They had 
hoped that the occupation of Constantinople by the Allied Forces would 
mean the dawn of a better era for the Greek nation but they had been 
disappointed. I enquired whether Greek or Ottoman Greek subjects were 
actually worse off at Constantinople under the Allied occupation than before. 


™ In this telegram Sir H. Rumbold reported: ‘Local papers stated yesterday that Kemalist 
Government had condemned to death 79 Greek notables of Samsoun for conspiracy against 
the State.’ 

2 Monsignor Nicolas. 
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They replied not at Constantinople itself, but that it was a source of grief to 
the Greeks that, in spite of the presence of Allied troops at Constantinople, 
they must stand by and watch the gradual extermination of their own race 
in Asia Minor. 

5- I pointed out that the primary cause of these excesses which we deplored, 
and as to which we received complaints from both sides, was the present war. 
Devastation and excesses were inseparable from hostilities in a region like 
Asia Minor and the only hope of their cessation was the restoration of peace. 
We should then presumably appoint Consuls to reside in various ports, and, 
through them, be in a position to stop or check future excesses against 
minorities. The Locum Tenens pointed out that by that time there would be 
no minorities left. 

6. I said that the war had inflamed opinion on both sides and I ventured 
to tell the Locum Tenens that his action in publicly inviting subscriptions 
for the Greek wounded had been characterised in one Turkish paper as an 
act of high treason. The Locum Tenens replied that his community were 
equally ready to subscribe for the Turkish wounded. There are however no 
signs of their doing any such thing. 

7. I again asked the Locum Tenens what practical steps he would suggest 
that we should take in the present circumstances, but he could not give me 
a satisfactory answer. He declared finally that there was only one way of 
restoring order in this part of the world and that was that England should 
obtain a mandate over Turkey and take the whole administration of this 
country into her own hands. I replied that this was out of the question. I 
promised the Locum Tenens that I would see what could be done to bring 
home to the Kemalists the grave nature of these reported excesses. 

8. The same day I sent the acting First Dragoman3 to Hamid Bey, who is 
the Kemalist Agent here, to draw his attention to the reports in the Turkish 
papers with regard to the wholesale executions at Samsoun. I urged him to 
telegraph to Angora to find out whether these reports were true and, if so, to 
suspend the executions. He promised to telegraph as desired. In view of the 
fact that some twenty Ottoman Greeks now at Constantinople had been con- 
demned to death by default, and that these persons are apprehensive that 
they may be arrested and smuggled out of this town on orders from Angora, 
I have communicated privately to the Head of the Interallied Police a list 
of their names in order that they may receive such protection as is possible. 

g. The Locum Tenens and Musurus Bey called again to see me on the 14th 
instant. They enquired whether it would not be possible to collect the 
women and children and persons who are likely to be molested by the Kem- 
alist Authorities at Samsoun and at the neighbouring Black Sea ports and 
bring them to Constantinople. I pointed out that we did not know the num- 
bers involved and that we deprecated the arrival of more refugees in this 
already overcrowded town. The Locum Tenens and Musurus Bey said that 
they had information showing that the Kemalist Authorities had carried out 
the executions in the most barbarous manner, hanging a father in front of 


3 Mr. W. Matthews. 
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his son and vice versa. Could we not put a stop to these proceedings? At 
this point the Locum Tenens rose from his chair, knelt in front of me and 
burst into tears. The scene was as embarrassing as it was painful, but I was 
able, after the Locum Tenens had collected himself, to reassure him to a 
certain extent by telling him of the action I had taken through the Kemalist 
agent and by promising to see the latter again at once. 

10. I had already sent for the Kemalist agent to talk to him about the 
execution of the prisoners of war exchange agreement, and I took this oppor- 
tunity of asking him what reply he had received from Angora to the telegram 
he had sent at my request. He replied that he had been informed that 
whilst sentences had been pronounced by a properly constituted court, 
the Angora authorities had, nevertheless, ordered an enquiry into the matter. 
He went on to say that it was undoubtedly a fact that the Ottoman Greeks 
in the region of Samsoun and neighbouring regions had conspired to set up 
an independent state. Arms had been found in their houses and there was 
no doubt that they had been working in co-operation with the Greek forces. 
I replied that this was no excuse for wholesale executions on the scale 
reported in the press. 

11. I then conveyed a very serious warning to Hamid Bey. I said that I 
presumed that the Nationalist Government did not intend to wage war 
indefinitely and that they looked forward to a return to peace and to good 
relations with the Allies. If 1 correctly understood the situation, the Kemalist 
Government had been anxious to conclude the agreements with England 
and France for the exchange of prisoners’ in order to get this irritating 
question out of the way and create a better atmosphere. The press reports 
of the executions at Samsoun were bound to nullify, at all events in my 
country, any good impressions produced by the prospect of an exchange of 
prisoners. To put it on the lowest basis, the Nationalists should look at 
this question from a common-sense point of view. The Turks had a deplor- 
able record in the past for massacres and excesses of every kind. The 
Armenian massacres had shocked the whole civilised world and many 
people in England had come to associate Turkey with massacres. On 
reading this report of wholesale executions, the Englishman would be 
tempted to think that the Turk was hopeless and past praying for. There 
was only one policy for the Kemalist Government to pursue, and that was 
one of moderation. 

12. Hamid Bey listened to this with the greatest attention. He was 
visibly impressed and stated that he would telegraph my remarks to the 
Angora Government. 

13. I do not see what other action it is possible to take in the circum- 
stances. Concerted action with my colleagues always takes time and it 
appeared to me that, in this question, it was desirable to act quickly. I 
would observe in conclusion that it is quite possible that certain Ottoman 


4 This was reported by Sir H. Rumbold in his telegram No. 653 of October 6 to the Foreign 
Office, not printed. 


5 See No. 405, n. 40, and No. 402. 
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Greeks at Samsoun and elsewhere have in fact been guilty of acts which 
may be characterised as high treason.® 
I have, &c., 
Horace RuMBOLD 


6 In his telegram No. 577 of October 27, Lord Curzon replied: ‘Your action approved.’ 


No. 414 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received October 24) 


No. 952 [E 11680/143/44) 


CONSTANTINOPLE, October 15, 1921 
My Lord, 

With reference to my telegram No. 660 of the 8th. instant,' I have the 
honour to report that the Japanese High Commissioner called on me 
yesterday and stated that he had enquired both of the Kemalist agent, 
with whom he is in touch, and of the Constantinople Government whether, 
in the event of the definite conclusion of peace between Turkey and the 
Allies, the Turkish authorities would put a stop to the anti-British proceed- 
ings and propaganda of M[oJh[a]mmedans in India and elsewhere. 

2. M. Uchida left with me two Notes, copies of which I have the honour 
to enclose, setting forth the replies of the Government of Constantinople and 
that of Angora, with regard to the matter. 

3. I explained to the Japanese High Commissioner that the National 
Pact? included the restoration to Turkey of Eastern Thrace, and that I 
doubted whether we should ever agree to this. 

I have, &c., 
Horace RuMBOLD 

t Not printed. In this telegram Sir H. Rumbold reported that the Japanese High Com- 
missioner had stated that he had advised the Angora Government to ‘come to a preliminary 


understanding with England before entering conference’. 
2 See No. 13, n. 6 and No. gr. 


ENCLOSURES IN No. 414 


The Government of Constantinople is ready to co-operate with the 
British Authorities in the pacification of the anti-British political move- 
ments of Mussulmans in India and elsewhere on the condition that the 
Peace be concluded between Turkey and the Allied Powers in conformity 
with the principles enunciated in the National Pact. 


The Government of Angora states that if the terms of the National Pact 
should be accepted by Great Britain they would discuss with the proper 
authorities the form that should be given to the non-participation of Turkey 
in the political movements of Moslem countries. 
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No. 415 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 


No. 567 Telegraphic (E 11375/143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, October 19, 1921, 9 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 677 (of October 15th;! Greek administration of occu- 
pied territory in Asia Minor). 

Turkish protest seems to lack foundation; see Athens telegrams Nos. 524 
(of October 5th)? and 542 (of October 17th).3 Official Greek press bulletin 
of October 11th denies that there has been any change of title and explains 
that there has only been an extension to occupied territory of present 
Smyrna administration, which involves neither annexation nor admini- 
strative assimilation to Greek territory. 

Repeated to Athens No. 288. 


t No. 412. 2 No. 401. 3 Not printed. 


No. 416 


Lord Granville (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received October 22, 11.45 a.m.) 


No. 548 Telegraphic [E 11645/143/44] 
ATHENS, October 21, 1921, 3.15 p.m. 


Although officially and in all newspapers it is invariably and strongly 
stated that there can be no question of relinquishment of Asia Minor, many 
Greeks now say in private conversation that that will be the only solution. 

Such a decision would almost certainly mean the fall of the present 
Government and possibly, though I think probably (? not yet) at least, the 
fall of the King. .. .! It might very possibly lead to serious trouble and 
(? attack)-s on Veniselists and even perhaps on allied subjects but courage of 
‘Political Clubs’? might be cooled by universal belief that great majority of 
the army are against them and would wreak vengeance on their return. 

On the other hand, before pressing or encouraging this solution Allies 
should consider results. 

Kemal might very likely pretend to accept it but his pretensions would 
certainly be enormously increased and he would set to work at once either 
openly or secretly to make himself master of Constantinople, to recover 
Thrace and even the Straits and he would become a very unpleasant neigh- 
bour at least to Mesopotamia and Syria. Neither we nor French and still 
less Italians are prepared to send strong enough forces to keep him in order 
and with Greeks beaten and gone I do not see who or what is to stop him. 

There would be also probable danger, in case of Greek collapse, of Serbian 
(? action) independently or combined with Bulgaria. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


1 The text is here uncertain. 2 See No. 153. 
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No. 417 


Lord Hardinge (Paris) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received October 22) 


No. 776 Telegraphic: by bag [E 11620/143/44] 


PARIS, October 21, 1921 


When I called this morning upon the President of the Council, he told me 
that he had just seen the Greek Prime Minister and the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs and had had a long conversation with them. Their attitude, he said, 
was intractable. To his surprise, instead of opening with him discussions 
for mediation on the conditions of peace with Turkey, they had informed 
him that the Greek Government propose to establish Greek Civil admini- 
stration in the occupied areas of Anatolia and that for the time being there 
was no question of mediation or of peace with Turkey. 

Monsieur Briand appears to have spoken very strongly to the Greeks 
pointing out their mistaken attitude. To establish Civil administration in 
the occupied areas would, he said, imply annexation, would not meet with 
the approval of the Powers, and must inevitably become a source of weakness 
to the Greek Government and of exasperation to the Turks. He pointed 
out to them that they had made a great mistake in not accepting the over- 
tures for mediation proposed by Your Lordship in July last! and that if they 
continue in their present course it will only lead to their eventual disaster. 
He added that if they wish to have a future, they should consolidate their 
position and concentrate their power nearer home, since it was not unlikely 
that as time went on the Jugo-Slavs might have aspirations in the direction 
of Salonica and the Bulgarians towards Cavalla. He strongly impressed 
upon them the necessity of modifying their policy and of coming to terms 
with Turkey either directly or through the mediation of the Powers, since 
it was essential, not merely for Greece but for the whole of Europe and the 
East, that peace should be restored in the nearest possible future. 

The Greek Delegates replied that they would consider what he had said 
to them and they asked for a further interview. Monsieur Briand believes 
that they have not told him their full scheme of policy which he expects to 
hear at the next meeting and of which he has promised to tell me the result.? 

On my observing that, as far as His Majesty’s Government are aware, 
the Angora Government are not in a very conciliatory mood and it was 
possible that they also would not listen at the present moment to any pro- 
posals of mediation, Monsieur Briand replied by recalling to me the fact 
that the Angora Parliament had rejected almost contemptuously the first 
proposals of the French Government for an agreement respecting the Cilician 
frontier and the surrender of French prisoners of war.3 Later advices had 

1 The mediation was proposed in June. See No. 251. Lord Granville, expressly stating 
that he had no instructions, asked M. Baltatzis on July 20 whether the Greek Government 
considered the moment favourable for a fresh offer of mediation on the part of the Allies (see 
No. 313). 

2 asad vol. ii, p. 309. 3 See No. 160. 


444 


however shown an improved spirit on the part of Mustapha Kemal but that 
the latter was even then doubtful as to the attitude of the Assembly. Infor- 
mation received within the last week through Franklin Bouillon* had been to 
the effect that Mustapha Kemal was anxious to conclude the agreement with 
France and had decided to force the hand of the Assembly by making it a 
question of confidence. The latest information received by the French 
Government was to the effect that the Angora Assembly had accepted the 
Agreement, which is to be signed at Angora today or tomorrow.$ 

I thereupon told Monsieur Briand that I had had a long conversation 
with Your Lordship before I left London,® on the question of the Near East 
and that although it might be possible for England and France to agree 
upon the policy to be pursued as regards the future of Anatolia by the 
constitution of an autonomous province of Smyrna under certain guarantees, 
the chief difficulty likely to arise between the two countries was as to the 
future of Thrace. In the opinion of His Majesty’s Government it was impos- 
sible to ask the Greeks, our Allies in the later stages of the war and who 
had been of considerable assistance to us in our campaign against Turkey, 
to make further sacrifices in Thrace in addition to those that we might 
demand in Asia Minor. Although the Turkish and Greek armies in Anatolia 
occupy a position of stalemate, it could not be said that the Greeks had 
suffered defeat and consequently they have to be regarded as a military power 
who had successfully secured a considerable amount of territory for the time 
being, even though the necessities of the situation might in the end compel 
them to evacuate a portion of it. The French view therefore that the Greeks 
should also evacuate Thrace would not be accepted by the Greek Govern- 
ment nor could it be pressed upon them by His Majesty’s Government. 

Monsieur Briand replied that the French view as regards the Greek 
occupation of Thrace was open to modification. The French Government 
were of opinion that the Government of Turkey should be concentrated at 
Constantinople, and that it was impossible to consider that Government 
free so long as the Greek Army was within a few miles and in striking dis- 
tance of the capital. The French Government would be quite ready to 
agree to any modification of the situation in Thrace which would safe- 
guard the position of the Turkish capital and which by being acceptable to 
the Turks would ensure peace in the Near East. 

I further observed that the French attitude towards King Constantine 
was yet another obstacle to the conclusion of peace, since whatever the 
objections to him might be, and I was ready to admit there was a foundation 
for them, the fact remains that he is the ruler of Greece and the Greek 
Government could hardly be asked to displace him. 

Monsieur Briand agreed saying that he could not approve of the idea 
of Monsieur Venizelos that the Powers should declare that the first step 


4 See No. 388. 


5 The Agreement was in fact signed on October 20. See No. 423, n. 2, below. 
6 Lord Hardinge had been absent from Paris from October 2 to October 16. Sir M. 
Cheetham acted as Chargé d’Affaires during this time. 
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towards peace must be the abdication of the King,’ but that hostile as public 
opinion in France was against King Constantine on account of his German 
relationship and Germanophil sentiments, he had no doubt that the attitude 
of the French public opinion would be readjusted as soon as peace had been 
concluded, and as proof pointed to the fact that he had received the King’s 
Ministers this morning. 


7 Cf. No. 407. 


No. 418 


Lord Hardinge (Parts) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recerved October 22) 


No. 777 Telegraphic: by bag [E 11621 /143/44] 


PARIS, October 21, 1921 


At the meeting this morning of the President of the Council with the two 
Greek Ministers,’ the question of the Right of Search? was raised by them. 

Monsieur Briand at once objected and told them that after the treacherous 
manner in which French sailors had been killed in the neighbourhood of 
Athens,? French public opinion would not tolerate the search of French 
vessels by Greek ships of war. He added that he was constantly refusing 
permission to export arms from France to Turkey and that the number of 
arms carried in Allied ships to Turkish ports must be inevitably very small. 
Monsieur Gounaris acquiesced in stating that the Greek Government are 
quite aware that practically no arms have so far reached the Turks, and 
that the measures taken by the British and other Governments to discourage 
such exports have succeeded in their aim, consequently he did not insist on 
the right of search of French vessels, but that he trusted to the French 
Government to do all in their power to prevent the export of arms to Turkey. 


t See No. 417. 2 See No. 409. 3 See No. 153, n. 4. 
No. 419 
Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewed October 31) 


No. 970 [E 11926/201 /44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, October 21, 1921 

My Lord, 
In continuation of my despatch No. 955 of the 17th October,' I have the 
honour to transmit to Your Lordship herewith copy of a Note from the 
Turkish Government, dated October 18th,' accepting the conditions laid 


1 Not printed. 
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down by the Allied High Commissioners in their note of the 8th instant,? 
on which they were prepared to agree to a return to the 11% ad valorem 
system. 

2. Your Lordship will observe that at the end of the note the Turkish 
Government ask that the period of grace should be reduced from a month 
to a fortnight. My Colleagues and, I gather, the Provisional Financial 
Commission were in favour of granting this request in view of the extreme 
penury of the Turkish Treasury. But at a meeting with my allied col- 
leagues on the 2oth instant I pointed out to them that I was not in favour 
of acceding to the request of the Turkish Government, and that for three 
reasons: 


1. because our original note to the Turkish Government had been drafted 
in full agreement with the Provisional Financial Commission and that 
it is undesirable on general grounds to modify notes of this kind to 
the Turkish Government; 

2. that British merchants have, on the strength of the one month’s grace, 
placed orders for goods; and 

3. because a modification of the period of grace as laid down in the 
original note would have, no doubt, prejudicially affected American 
importers and led to further protests from the United States High 
Commissioner. 


3. My colleagues accepted my point of view and a note embodying our 
decision to maintain the period of grace as originally laid down was at 
once drafted and despatched to the Turkish Government. A copy of this 
note is enclosed herewith.! The 11% ad valorem tariff will, therefore, be 
applicable as from October 18th, November 18th being the date up to 
which goods may, under certain conditions, be cleared under the former 
tariff. 

4. In this connection I have the honour to transmit herewith the reply! 
which I have received from the United States High Commissioner to the 
note! which I forwarded to Your Lordship in my despatch No. 955. This 
reply is satisfactory to my allied colleagues and myself, and we are in hopes 
that our official relations with Admiral Bristol have now been put on a 
better footing.3 

I have, &c., 
Horace RuMBOLD 


2 This Note was dated October 7. A copy was transmitted to the Foreign Office in Con- 
stantinople despatch No. 955, not printed (see, however, No. 406). 
3 Cf. F.R.U.S. rg2r, vol. ii, pp. 914-15. 
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No. 420 


Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received October 23, 11.25 a.m.) 


No. 434 Telegraphic [E 11651 /143/44] 


ROME, October 22, 1921, 9.15 p.m. 


I communicated to Minister for Foreign Affairs today substance of your 
despatches Nos. 857 and 858! and pressed him to recognize right of search as 
necessary corollary of liberty accorded to our nationals to trade in arms with 
belligerents. 

He maintained his former point of view, insisting that situation was such 
an abnormal one that it was impossible to apply rules observed in regular 
war. He promised, however, to refer question once more to his legal adviser. 


1 Nos. 409 and 410, respectively. 


No. 421 


Record by Sir E. Crowe of a conversation with M. Gennadios' 
[E 11799/143/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, October 24, 1921 


Monsieur Gennadius [szc] called on me to-day to say that he had been pri- 
vately and confidentially asked by the Greek government, through an indirect 
channel to lend M. Gounaris on his visit to London? such assistance and 
advice as his old diplomatic experience might enable him to afford. He 
had replied that he would of course place his services at the disposal of his 
country, but said he had no clear notion as to what he could usefully do. 
He thought it right, however, that his having been so approached should be 
known to Lord Curzon, as he did not wish to play a hidden part. 

M. Gennadius then asked whether, in the circumstances, there was any- 
thing that I could usefully tell him, or anything that M. Gounaris might be 
advised to do or to refrain from doing. Was it possible to convey to him 
any hint as to the dispositions of H[is] M[ajesty’s] G[overnment]? 

I said the present position was that the allied governments expected 
rather to hear what M. Gounaris had to say. The fact that he had proposed 
himself, and chosen the present occasion for a visit to the 3 allied capitals, 
presumably indicated that he had something to put forward. The allies 
had twice? approached the Greek government with suggestions calculated to 
bring about an understanding on the basis of which peace could be estab- 
lished. Their offers had not been accepted by the Greek government. 
M. Gennadius would not therefore, I said, think it unreasonable that the 
allied governments should now leave the initiation of further communications 


! See No. 355, n. I. 2 See No. 408. 
3 In March and June. See No. 51, n. 1 and No. 251. 
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to them. At any rate it would not be possible for me, even if it were proper, 
to express any opinion before we knew something of what the Greek govern- 
ment had in their mind. One thing, however, I could say at once, and that 
was that the Greek government must realize the solidarity of the allies, 
and refrain from any attempt to work with one against the others. The 
Greek question was one in which unanimity between the allies was to 
them a supreme interest. Any suggestions therefore which the Greek govern- 
ment might wish to moot, must be of a kind to be acceptable not only to 
Great Britain, but also to France and Italy. For this reason, Lord Curzon 
had welcomed M. Gounaris’s plan to visit Paris and Rome as well as London. 

M. Gennadius expressed entire concurrence with these views. He ex- 
pressed the earnest hope that M. Gounaris’s preliminary conversations with 
M. Briand* would have helped to clear the situation and smooth the path 
for a common understanding. 

I then reminded M. Gennadius that when on the previous occasions the 
allied Gov[ernmen]ts had attempted to bring about such an understanding 
on a workable basis, they had suggested that if the early establishment of 
peace was genuinely desired, Greece might see her interest in not insisting on 
the complete realization of every single provision contained in the treaty of 
Sévres to her advantage. Some concessions in regard to the chapter of 
Smyrna more particularly then seemed indicated as the most statesmanlike 
approach to a settlement with Angora. The Greek government would 
probably admit that the events, which have taken place since then, have not 
been of a kind to modify the view of the situation on which the allies had 
first approached them. It would be for the Greek government now to 
decide whether their footsteps should not be directed to follow the path 
formerly indicated.5 


E.A.C. 
4 See Nos. 417 and 418. S’ Lord Curzon commented: ‘Quite sound.’ 
No. 422 
Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received October 37) 


No. 986 [E 11937/1/44) 


CONSTANTINOPLE, October 25, 1921 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to transmit the following account of an interview which 
the acting first dragoman had on the 23rd instant with Hamid Bey, vice- 
president of the Ottoman Red Crescent Society and local Kemalist agent. 
Mr. Matthews had called on Hamid Bey to obtain from him a document 
relating to the exchange of the British prisoners in Anatolia,’ and, while 


1 This document, which ‘was practically dictated to Hamid Bey by Mr. Matthews’ and 
which committed the Angora Government to an all for all exchange of prisoners (see No. 399), 
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waiting for the document to be prepared, had asked if it was a fact that an 
agreement had been signed with M. Franklin-Bouillon by the Government 
of Angora. Hamid Bey replied in the affirmative, and stated with evident 
pleasure that the new frontier line between Turkey and Syria would start 
from a point a little to the south of Payas on the Gulf of Alexandretta and 
about 9 kilom. to the north of Alexandretta. It would then pass north of 
Aleppo and cross the Euphrates at Kalat Jaber about half-way between 
Meskeneh and Rakka and some roo kilom. south of the Bagdad Railway 
line. It would continue east to Nisibin and thence to the frontier of Mesopo- 
tamia. To prevent Aleppo losing its importance as a commercial centre, it 
had been decided to remove all customs barriers on the frontier between 
Syria and Turkish territory. The main Bagdad Railway line would be 
everywhere within Turkish territory, but was to be worked by the French. 
Mersina was to remain Turkish and Alexandretta was to be made a free 
port. The French would evacuate Cilicia a few weeks after the agreement 
had been approved by the French Government. No mention had been made 
of the Capitulations, as other Powers besides France and Turkey were 
interested in that question. M. Franklin-Bouillon had accomplished the 
journey from Angora to Constantinople by car and destroyer in thirty hours. 
He arrived here on the 22nd October and left the same day for Paris, where he 
would see M. Briand before the latter left France for Washington.2, Hamid 
Bey had had a conversation of an hour with M. Franklin-Bouillon. 

2. Referring to the conclusion of peace between Greece and Turkey, 
Hamid Bey said that he did not anticipate this before the spring of 1922. 
He foresaw that the Grand National Assembly would sign peace with Greece 
after a conference at the invitation of the Great Powers. The Grand National 
Assembly would dissolve itself after arranging for elections for a Constituent 
Assembly, the members of which would be chosen from all parts of the 
country, including Constantinople. This body would ratify the treaty of 
peace and take the necessary measures for carrying its provisions into effect. 
He was most emphatic that no action would be taken against the present 
Sultan, with whom the Nationalists had no quarrel. He was equally emphatic 
that Mustapha Kemal Pasha would not endeavour to promote himself from 
Dictator of Anatolia to be Dictator of the whole of Turkey. As proof of this, 
he said that it had taken Mustapha Kemal two days to induce the Grand 
National Assembly to approve of the agreement with France, which had 
been signed at 4 o’clock in the morning (of the 2oth October presumably) .3 

3. Hamid Bey concluded by saying that no privileges had been granted to 
France, to which other States, such as the United Kingdom or the United 
States, could take exception. 

4. The ‘Wakt’ and the ‘Tevhid-i-Efkiar’ of the 24th instant publish a 
sketch-map on which Payas, Jerablus, Killis, Birejik, Ras-ul-Ain, Mardin 


was communicated to the Foreign Office in Constantinople despatch No. 980 of October 24, 
not printed. In his telegram No. 706 of November 2, Sir H. Rumbold reported : ‘Exchange of 


prisoners is complete.’ 
2 See No. 404, n. 3. 3 See No. 423, below. 
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and Nisibin are placed on the Turkish side of the new frontier, and comment 
favourably on the agreement in leading articles. The ‘Wakt’ says that it is 
necessary to await the publication of the official text of the agreement to 
learn how certain points in dispute have been arranged. Nevertheless it is 
clear, 1t continues, that a complete accord has been reached by the two 
parties with regard to the evacuation of Cilicia, the rectification of the 
Syrian frontier, the fixing of the Eastern frontier, and with regard to minorities 
in the territory under French occupation being placed under an international 
guarantee. 

5. With such information as is available locally, it is difficult to decide 
whether the agreement runs counter to the letter of the Treaty of Sévres and 
the Tripartite Agreement.* The modification of the frontier in favour of 
Turkey in ‘the predominantly Kurdish areas lying east of the Euphrates’ 
would certainly appear to do so (articles 62-64 of the Treaty of Sévres). 
Article 4 of the Tripartite Agreement was no doubt designed to give France 
a monopoly of railway interests in her zone. 

6. I would add that rumours are current as to special privileges having 
been granted with regard to the position of French schools in Anatolia and 
as to the existence of secret clauses in the agreement for the supply of material 
of war, both naval and military, to the Kemalists. 

I have, &c., 
Horace RuMBOLD 
4 See No. 17, n. 4. 


No. 423 


Lord Hardinge (Paris) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewved October 28, 9.30 a.m.) 


No. 806 Telegraphic [E 11822/1/44] 


PARIS, October 27, 1921, 11.30 p.m. 


Your Lordship’s telegram No. 609 of October 25th.! 

I told Monsieur Briand this morning that you would be very glad 1f you 
could be shown, in the immediate future, text of agreement concluded at 
Angora respecting Cilicia. 

He said that he would let me have a copy at once and that with some 
slight modifications it followed text of London agreement.” 


t Not printed. 

2 i.e. the agreement made by M. Briand with Bekir Sami in March (see No. 63, n. 2). A 
copy of the Draft Agreement signed by M. Franklin-Bouillon and Yussuf Kemal Bey at 
Angora on October 20, 1921, together with a copy of a letter of the same date from Yussuf 
Kemal to M. Franklin-Bouillon, were communicated to Sir M. Cheetham by the French 
Foreign Ministry in their Note of October 29, not printed. Both the Note and the copy of the 
Agreement were transmitted by Lord Hardinge to Lord Curzon in his despatch No. 2986 
of October 30, not printed. This despatch and enclosures were published in Cmd. 1556 of 
1921 and in Frangulis, vol. ii, pp. 294-7. For an English text of the Agreement, see No. 502, 
below. 
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He added that he would tell Franklin Bouillon to call on me and that he 
would explain to me situation at Angora where, he said, there is an evident 
desire to come to terms with the English. 


No. 424 


Lord Hardinge (Parts) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recetved October 28, 10.30 a.m.) 


No. 805 Telegraphic [E 11834/143/44| 
PARIS, October 27, 1921, 11.38 p.m. 


My telegram No. 782 of October 22nd.! 

I asked President of the Council this morning if there had been any 
development of Greek attitude towards Turkey in second interview that he 
had given to Monsieur Gounaris. 

He replied that Mousieur Gounaris and the Minister for Foreign Affairs 
had simply repeated what they had said to him before. In reply? he had 
spoken to them in even stronger terms than at first interview? and had pointed 
out to them all the shortcomings of Greek Government vis-a-vis the Allies 
during the war before Greece had become an ally. He emphasized fact that 
Greeks could not expect to enjoy all the advantages of victory of Allies since 
during an early and crucial period of the war Greece had not only preserved 
an attitude of neutrality but had even been a source of anxiety and of 
difficulty to the Allies owing to the proceedings of King Constantine in the 
interests of his brother-in-law. 

Monsieur Briand told me that he hopes that Your Lordship will adopt a 
strong attitude towards Monsieur Gounaris in order to force Greece to come 
to terms with Turkey. He said he thought the Minister for Foreign Affairs 
was much more open to reason than the Prime Minister. 


! Not printed. 2 See Frangullis, vol. ii, pp. 310-11. 
3 See Nos. 417 and 418. 4 The German Emperor. 
No. 425 


Minutes of Meetings held at the Foreign Office between the Marquess Curzon 
of Kedleston and Greek Representatives 


[E 11922/143/44] 
OcTOBER 27, 1921, I2 O'CLOCK [NOON] 


M. Gounaris began by an account of the recent offensive and its results, by 
which he said, 100,000 square kilom. and 3,000,000 inhabitants had come 
under Greek control in Asia Minor. He said that he had told M. Briand that 
so long as they were in occupation of the territory they must organise it, but 
that this entailed heavy burdens. Allied interests must be respected, and he 
had asked M. Briand that no obstacles should be placed in their way, and 
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that no munitions or provisions should be sent to the Turks, as he believed the 
French and the Italians were doing. M. Gounaris had also asked for the 
right of search. This M. Briand had refused, but he had said that he would 
do his best to stop contraband. M. Briand had spoken off] France’s desire 
for peace, and M. Gounaris had replied that Greece was equally anxious for 
it, but that he did not believe the Turks were disposed to recognise the 
facts of the situation. M. Gounaris said that he had also tried to sound M. 
Briand as to what he meant by peace, but M. Briand had proved very vague 
and had practically referred M. Gounaris to His Majesty’s Government.! 

Lorp Curzon asked if M. Gounaris had any definite proposals to make. 

M. Gounaris replied that the Greek Government had never refused to 
negotiate on concrete proposals, but that it was not easy for the Greek 
Government to take the initiative in making them now. Generally speaking, 
the Greek Government would be ready to accept concrete proposals, on 
condition that these were based on a recognition of the sacrifices made by 
Greece and of the safeguarding of her position. 

M. Battazzis said that according to M. Briand the Turks were now more 
inclined to compromise and reason, and M. Briand had quoted the Franklin- 
Bouillon negotiations? as a proof of this. M. Baltazzis had said that, in his 
Opinion, these negotiations would be the principal thing that might incline 
the Turks to be less [rather] than more reasonable. M. Baltazzis added that he 
had questioned M. Briand as to whether France had taken any engagements 
towards the Turks in regard to Thrace and Smyrna; to which M. Briand 
had replied: ‘No! that would be disloyal.’ 

M. RaNGaBE said that until the visit of MM. Gounaris and Baltazzis, 
M. Briand had not realised the present military situation. The Greek 
representatives had explained to him on the map and M. Briand now 
realised that it was all to Greece’s advantage. 

Lorp Curzon said that he would speak with great frankness. 

His Majesty’s Government had throughout been friendly and sympathetic 
to Greece—to the present Greek Government as to M. Veniselos. If ever a 
point had been strained the tendency had been to strain it in favour of 
Greece. This attitude had not always had the results expected, as, for ex- 
ample, the proposals made and accepted in Paris in August respecting the 
sale of arms and munitions by private firms to the belligerents.3 He was not 
sure that the Greek Government had been wise to press for such facilities, 
as in the long run the Turks had perhaps benefited more than the Greeks. 
M. Gounaris had alluded to two or three minor subjects before coming to the 
main point. Among the former were administration in the conquered territory. 
The Greek Government would be ill-advised at this juncture to take steps 
having the appearance of permanent occupation.‘ 

M. Gounaris said that he had told M. Briand that annexation was not 
contemplated. The steps taken had been with a view to relieve the financial 
burden. 


1 Cf. Nos. 417, 418, and 424. 2 See No. 405, n. 10 and No. 423, n. 2. 
3 See No. 345. 4 Cf. No. 415. 
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Lorp Curzon said that M. Gounaris had then passed to the right of search. 
On this M. Briand had been uncompromising. Then came the main point— 
peace. The question was important to everybody. To Greece on account of 
the necessity of settling down and relieving the strain on her financial 
resources. It was important to Great Britain because the acceptance of the 
Treaty of Sévres or its substitute was the last remaining necessary step 
towards European peace. It was also important to this country on account 
of the difficulties created for us all over the East, and especially in India, by 
our present relations with the Turks. There was a large section of opinion 
in this country—and an even stronger one in India—that held that we should 
have peace with Turkey, and that we were sacrificing our imperial interests 
for Greece. British policy must be decided by the largest considerations. 

Lord Curzon then gave a short résumé of the history of the negotiations 
from the early stages of the Treaty of Sévres to the Conference in London 
last March.’ He, personally, thought that the Greeks had made a mistake 
in refusing the commissions of enquiry proposed, and another mistake in 
resuming the offensive, which had ended with failure after the initial success. 
Something of the same nature had happened in the second offensive, and the 
Greek retirement had had an undoubted effect upon public opinion in the 
East. There had been a meeting in Paris in June to make another effort 
towards peace. A telegram’ had been sent to the Greek Government 
asking whether they would place themselves in the hands of the Powers. 
The suggestion had been declined® and, from the point of view of peace, 
this also seemed to him a mistake. The position after the second offensive 
now was that neither side was really strong enough to resume it. The two 
parties were equal in numbers; if anything, the Turks were slightly superior, 
and their armament and moral had both improved. If the Greek army were 
to remain indefinitely in its present position the strain on Greek finances and 
moral would be heavy. Were we to wait tlirough the winter or to try fresh 
steps now towards peace? For this purpose, however, three conditions were 
necessary. Firstly and secondly, that the Greeks and Turks respectively 
should be willing to negotiate, and, thirdly, that tle Great Powers should 
be unanimous. In regard to the first two conditions, Smyrna appeared to be 
the crux; Thrace was secondary. What was the Greek attitude? Did they 
think that on account of their recent advance they could acquire an area 
larger than the Smyrna enclave? If so, he did not believe that the Turks 
would make peace on these terms. His information from Angora was to 
the effect that the Turks would not make peace on any basis that left the 
Greeks at Smyrna. This he considered unreasonable. The Powers should 
insist on arrangements for the Smyrna area similar to those which had been 
contemplated in June. This was the utmost compatible with peace. In 
regard to Thrace, His Majesty’s Government would do their best to stand 


S For the proceedings of the Third Conference of London, February 18—March 18, 1921, 
see Vol. XV, Chap. II. 

6 For the Paris Conversations of June 18-19, see Vol. XV, Chap. V. 

7 See No. 251, n. I. 8 See No. 260. 
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by the Treaty of Sévres, though it might be necessary to draw the line some- 
what further than Chatalja in order to relieve the Turks from the position of 
having their capital so close to the Greek line as to be at Greece’s mercy. 

In regard to the possibility of resuming negotiations, the Powers could not 
afford to meet with a third refusal, and they would make no proposals if 
that was again to be the attitude of the Greek Government. It was also 
necessary for the Allies to be in agreement and for the two parties concerned 
to place themselves in Allied hands, and if the Allies were in agreement the 
refusal of either party would necessarily place the recalcitrant in a false 
position. What were the bases of Greek assent? If M. Gounaris considered 
that they could still obtain the whole or even more than the Treaty of 
Sévres, there was probably nothing to be done. The Greeks would be wise to 
accept the terms already suggested for Smyrna (and here Lord Curzon read 
out the proposals contemplated in Paris in June) and to trust His Majesty’s 
Government in regard to Thrace, for, as they were aware, Great Britain 
was their best friend. 

Lord Curzon made it clear that he was, of course, unable to say whether 
the Turks would accept this, or, in point of fact, whether the Allied Govern- 
ments would either. He was merely giving them an indication of what His 
Majesty’s Government would be prepared to try to obtain for them. In 
any case, the first step towards negotiations must be Greek willingness to 
consider this point of view. 


OCTOBER 27, 4 P.M. 


LorD Curzon enquired whether the Greek representatives wished to put 
any questions as the result of the morning meeting. 

M. Batrtazzis said that M. Briand had declared that the Treaty of Sévres 
neither had been nor could be presented to the French Parliament, and he 
believed the same remark to apply to Italy. Any such treaty must have 
another name. 

Lorp Curzon said that the Treaty of Sévres had been signed but not 
ratified: since then, numerous modifications had been suggested. The 
French and the Italians had explicity declined to ratify. That was not the 
British attitude. We had been willing to do so, but saw that it was now 
impossible. Therefore, the Prime Minister had said in August that the Treaty 
of Sévres had been practically torn up.9 A new treaty was necessary, and 
the preliminary stage must be that both parties should put themselves in 
the hands of the Powers who could then draw up a new treaty; but this was 
far from meaning that the whole treaty should be scrapped; a new one 
would be built up on the foundations of the old. 

M. BALTazzis interposed that this was also the view of M. Briand. M. 
Baltazzis said that the Greek representatives had asked M. Briand if the new 
treaty could be made in the same manner as the old one, i.e., by agreement 


® See No. 360, n. 1. 
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among the Powers and subsequent presentation of the treaty to Greece and 
Turkey. M. Briand had merely replied ‘perhaps.’ Or would a draft of the 
treaty be presented to Greece for her consideration in advance? 

Lorp Curzon said that in his view it would not be done precisely in that 
manner, which would entail delay; it was most desirable to avoid that. A 
more expeditious and practical method would be the agreement of Greece 
to put her case in the hands of the Powers. 

M. Gounaris said that his Government would prefer to place it in the hands 
of Great Britain. 

Lorp Curzon said that that was the same thing. His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment were pledged only to act with their Allies, and that is why it had been 
desired here that the Greek representatives should go first to Paris and Rome. 
He had already told them the views of His Majesty’s Government; it was 
possible that they might not be shared by the other two Powers. The Greek 
representatives had been told what His Majesty’s Government would be 
prepared to try to obtain for them, and the Turks should also be asked if 
they would place their case in the Allies’ hands. A new draft treaty could 
then be prepared, and the Greek and Turkish representatives could be 
invited to receive it. This procedure would obviously make acceptance 
easier for both the Greek and Turkish Governments, since the new treaty, by 
the very nature of things, could not be wholly palatable to either party. 

M. BALTAzzis said that the principal question was that of initiative. It 
would be difficult, if not impossible, for the Greek Government to take it. 

Lorp Curzon replied that he did not suggest that. The Greek Government 
should merely do what they had refused to do in June. It would be sufficient 
for the Powers to know that the Greeks were prepared to accept mediation. 

M. BALTAzzis said that public opinion in Greece would accept the placing of 
their case in the hands of Great Britain. It would be more difficult to agree 
to place it in the hands of the other two Powers, especially in view of the 
agreements that they had respectively either made or attempted to make 
with Turkey. 

Lorp Curzon advised the Greek representatives not to disquiet themselves 
unduly on this score. The French and Italian Governments had to reduce or 
withdraw their troops from Asia Minor on financial grounds. The ensuing 
agreements were, therefore, somewhat beside the point, if we had been at 
all rightly informed of the intentions of our Allies. This country could not 
fairly be asked to shoulder the whole responsibility for the result, whatever 
it might be, but must be trusted to do her best with France and Italy, who 
also would not take the initiative again without prospect of success. If the 
Greek Government accepted and the Powers approached the Turks and met 
with a refusal, then the Greek position would be correspondingly improved. 
The Turks were at this moment elated and swollen-headed. Refusal on 
their part was quite impossible. In view of all this the best advice that he 
could give to the Greek representatives was to get the French and Italian 
Governments as favourably disposed towards Greece as was already Great 
Britain. 
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At this point the Greek representatives asked that an account of the two 
meetings might be sent to them in writing so that they might study and 
reflect upon it during the following day." 

The next meeting was accordingly fixed for 11.30 on the 29th October. 


10 See Frangulis, vol. ii, pp. 312-13. 


No. 426 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 579 Telegraphic [E 11680/143/44|* 


Confidential FOREIGN OFFICE, October 29, 1921, 12.30 p.m. 

Your desp[atch] No. 952 of Oct[ober], 15.2 

I think the activities of the Japanese High Commissioner are becoming 
dangerous though his intentions may be excellent. His enquiry about the 
cessation of anti-British propaganda must have been interpreted by the 
Turks as indicating fear and weakness. Hence the uncompromising and 
ostentatiously unanimous reply. 

I think you had better keep him quiet in the future. 


t The draft only of this telegram is preserved in the Foreign Office archives. 
2 No. 414. 


No. 427 


Minutes of a Meeting held at the Foreign Office between the Marquess Curzon 
of Kedleston and Greek Representatives 


[E 11922/143/44) 
OcTOBER 29, I1.30 A.M. 


M. Gounaris said that the Greek representatives had been studying and 
pondering upon the minutes of the last meeting.! In their consideration of 
the issues involved they had been largely guided by the attitude of Great 
Britain and her constant friendship, of which they were aware, and for 
which they were profoundly grateful. This would be the determining factor 
in the eventual Greek decision. The results of the previous two meetings' had 
been telegraphically communicated to their colleagues at Athens, whom they 
felt bound to consult in view of the gravity of the issues involved; but they 
were able to say that this communication had been accompanied with the 
expression of MM. Gounaris and Baltazzis of the view that Greece should 
accept the advice tendered by Lord Curzon. 

M. Gounaris added that they would ask for another meeting so soon as an 
answer had been received from Athens. 

Lorp Curzon enquired when a reply might be expected. 


t See No. 425. 
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M. Gounaris replied that it might be expected at the beginning of next 
week, and it was provisionally arranged that the next meeting should be held 
on Wednesday morning.? 

Meanwhile, M. Gounaris trusted that the conversations might be regarded 
as strictly confidential and not divulged to the press.3 M. Briand himself had 
made this suggestion in Paris. 

Lorp Curzon said that he quite agreed; but that while he would be 
responsible for saying nothing to the press, he proposed, in accordance 
with what he had said at the previous meeting, as to the imperative necessity 
of common action between the Great Powers, to communicate to Paris and 
to Rome a brief account of what was passing, in the same way as M. Briand 
had given him a summary of the two conversations with the Greek Ministers 
in Paris. The question would only be solved if, in the last resort, there was a 
single Allied policy, instead, as had hitherto been the case, of two or three. 

M. Gounaris expressed complete agreement.‘ 


2 i.e. November 2. 

3 In his telegram, No. 635 to Paris, No. 454 to Rome, of October 29, not printed, in which 
he gave a summary of his conversations with MM. Gounaris and Baltatzis, Lord Curzon 
stated: ‘I agreed to this and count on similar discretion on the part of the French/Italian 
Government, who will, I trust, also recognise the complete candour of His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment by concurring in and collaborating on the lines adumbrated. These now seem to offer 
a better prospect than ever before, at any rate so far as Greece is concerned, of securing a 
reasonable settlement in the East.’ 

4 On November 1, Lord Curzon gave an account of his conversations with M. Gounaris 
and M. Baltatzis to the Cabinet, who had before them his Memorandum of October 7 (see 
No. 405, n. 50). He went on to express the view that, as the whole situation had been 
changed by the Franklin-Bouillon agreement (see Nos. 423 and 429), the steps he had in 
mind to follow up his conversations with M. Gounaris must be postponed until he had 
ascertained where the French Government stood. The Cabinet agreed that Lord 
Curzon should ask the French Government for an explanation (cf. No. 432, below). The 
general trend of opinion in the Cabinet was in favour of entering into communication with 
Mustafa Kemal Pasha with a view to mediating between Greece and Turkey, provided 
a favourable reply were received from M. Gounaris. 


No. 428 


Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received November 1, 1921, 10 p.m.) 


No. 445 Telegraphic [E 12039/143/44] 


ROME, November 1, 1921, 3.35 p.m. 


Minister for Foreign Affairs to whom I had announced the contents of 
your telegram No. 454,! told me that he fully shared Your Lordship’s views, 
and that he will speak in a similar sense when Monsieur Gounaris arrives at 
Rome. 


t See No. 427, n. 3. 
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No. 429 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received November 2, 9.30 a.m.) 


No. 702 Telegraphic [E 12085 /1/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, November 1, 1921, 5 p.m. 


My private and secret telegram October 22nd.! 

Though in other respects Franklin Bouillon agreement would not appear to 
infringe terms of Treaty of Sévres I hear from a good source that it contains 
a clause the effect of which is to guarantee to the French complete control 
of gendarmerie for the whole of Turkey. Actually control is to be exercised 
by Colonel Sarrau2—who took part in the negotiations of Franklin Bouillon 
in Angora—as Inspector General. 

Dissatisfaction which has undoubtedly been expressed in French circles 
connected with French High Commission here can be attributed principally 
to this clause. I understand that great exception has been taken to it by 
French High Commissioner and that there was a stormy interview on the 
subject between Colonel Sarrau? and General Filoneau [stc]3 who was 
designated a short while ago as President of Sub-Committee of gendar- 
merie on an allied basis in accordance with Treaty of Sévres.* It is at any 
rate the fact that General Filon[n]eau who reached Constantinople afew days 
before returned to Paris immediately after Franklin Bouillon’s passage 
through here on October 22nd. 

Informant in whom I have confidence has stated that he has actually 
seen this clause in the copy of text of Treaty in the possession of French 
(? Intelligence) Service here though French High Commissioner himself 
has denied to me that he possesses a copy. 

Above information is corroborated from other sources. It would be more- 
over in accordance with the undoubted desire of French to control Turkish 
gendarmerie on the principle that holder of such control effectively governs 
Turkey. 

I understand that Franklin Bouillon is returning to Adana almost immedi- 
ately. 


' This reported that M. Franklin-Bouillon had arrived at Constantinople by French 
destroyer on the morning of October 22 and had left by the midday train for Paris. 

2 Commandant Sarrau. 

3 General Filonneau was acting as president of the temporary committee which had been 
set up to co-ordinate the work of the improvised gendarmeries in the Constantinople area— 
an arrangement limited to the period of the armistice. See No. 438, n. 7, below. 

4 See No. 245, and Vol. XV, p. 598. 
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No. 430 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Hardinge (Paris) and Sir 
G. Buchanan (Rome): 


No. 650? Telegraphic [E 12088/143/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, November 2, 1921, 9.45 p.m. 


My telegram No. 635 of 29 Oct[ober], to Paris.3 

At to-day’s meeting with the Greek Ministers they informed me that the 
Greek Government accepted the suggestions I had made on behalf of His 
Majesty’s Government at our previous meeting.‘ 

I trust that the French/Italian Government will concur in considering that 
this offers a satisfactory basis for mediation so far as Greece is concerned and 
that they will collaborate with His Majesty’s Government in the matter. 

I will then address you about the manner of approaching Turkey. 

The Greek Ministers added that they are about to present a memorandums 
embodying their views on the situation in Asia Minor, which I will commu- 
nicate when received to French/Italian government. 


' The draft only of this telegram is preserved in the Foreign Office archives. 

2 No. 650 to Paris, No. 465 to Rome. 

3 See No. 427,n. 3. In his telegram No. 302 of November 2, not printed, to Lord Granville, 
Lord Curzon stated: ‘By a mistake which I greatly regret, the account of my conversations 
with MM. Gounaris and Baltazzis has not been telegraphed to you.’ This telegram, which 
gave a summary of the conversations ended: ‘No mention has been made in any of the 
conversations either of financial assistance or of King Constantine.’ 

4 See No. 431, below. 

Ss Of November 12, not printed. A French text of this Memorandum (without Appendices) 
is given by Frangulis, vol. ii, pp. 315-19. For a summary, see No. 450, below. 


No. 431 


Minutes of a meeting held at the Foreign Office between the Marquess Curzon 
of Kedleston and Greek Representatives 


[E 12085 /1/44] 


NOVEMBER 2, I92I, 12.30 P.M, 


Monsizur Gounaris said that a telegram had now been received from 
Athens in which the Greek Government expressed its adherence to the 
suggestions made at [a] previous meeting’ by Lord Curzon on behalf 
of His Majesty’s Government. He felt, however, that it was his duty to 
submit at an early date a memorandum? embodying the information of the 
Greek Government on the situation in the Near East (on which, by their close 
contact, they were peculiarly qualified to speak) and the views suggested 
by it. He trusted that this might facilitate the mediation which the Greek 
Government agreed to accept. 


™ See No. 425. 2 See No. 490, n. 5. 
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Lorp Curzon said that he was very glad to hear that the suggestions of 
His Majesty’s Government with a view to mediation had been accepted by 
the Greek Government. With regard to the memorandum mentioned, he 
enquired whether it dealt with the military or political situation. 

Monsieur BALTAzzis replied that it applied to both, and would be 
communicated for the information of His Majesty’s Government. 

Lorp Curzon enquired whether it dealt with Thrace and Asia Minor. 

Monsieur BALTAzzis replied ‘only Asia Minor’. 

Lorp Curzon enquired when the memorandum might be expected. 

MonsiEuR BALTAzzis replied that it would be prepared and delivered as 
soon as possible, possibly on Saturday.’ 

Lorp Curzon enquired whether the Greek Representatives had any 
information regarding a report he had seen in the Press to the effect that the 
Turks of Angora would send a mission to mediate. 

Monsieur RANGaBE replied that they had no official information. 


3 i.e. November 5. 


No. 432 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Hardinge (Paris) 
No. 2863 [E 12164/1/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, November 3, 1921 
My Lord, 

I asked the French Ambassador to call upon me this afternoon, in order to 
make certain enquiries about the draft of the agreement concluded by M. 
Franklin-Bouillon, apparently on behalf of the French Government, with 
the Turkish Government at Angora, a copy of which, with an accompanying 
letter by Yussouf Kemal Bey, the Foreign Minister of that Government, had 
been forwarded to us by the French Foreign Office.! 

I reminded the French Ambassador that in the earlier part of the present 
year I had more than once asked M. Briand personally whether M. Franklin- 
Bouillon had any official mission, and had been definitely assured by him 
that he was a private person—rather a busybody, in fact— who was going to 
Angora for purposes of his own.? Further, in July of the present year, when 
M. Briand was conducting negotiations with Bekir Sami Bey on behalf of 
the Angora Government, M. Briand had in an official note assured us that no 
general engagement had been or would be entered into by France on the 
general question of peace between the Allies and Turkey without a close 
agreement with the Allies, and especially with the British Government.3 
Finally, when M. Franklin-Bouillon went a second time to Angora in Sep- 
tember, and we had again enquired as to the capacity in which he was 


t See No. 423, n. 2. 2 See No. 398. See also Vol. XV, p. 596. 
3 See No. 309. 
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acting, the French Government had admitted that he had some sort of 
official mission, but M. Briand had added that he had been forbidden to 
discuss with the Angora Government the larger questions of peace, and had 
been only empowered to negotiate, on behalf of the French Government, 
with regard to French prisoners, the protection of mmorities in Cilicia, and 
other points involved in the evacuation of Cilicia by French troops.‘ 

Relying upon these categorical assurances I had taken no further steps in 
the matter, but, on the contrary, had pursued here the policy of close and 
unwavering co-operation with the French in every aspect of our Middle 
Eastern policy. Only during the last week I had been conducting negotia- 
tions with the Greek Ministers,5 and in spite of their pressure I had insisted 
upon the duty incumbent upon me of acting only with our Allies, and had 
only yesterday successfully persuaded the Greeks to place themselves un- 
reservedly in the hands of the latter.6 Fresh from this successful effort in the 
interests of the Alliance, which I thought boded so well for the future, it 
was with feelings of astonishment and almost of dismay that I had read the 
provisions of M. Franklin-Bouillon’s Agreement,' as to which I could not 
avoid asking a number of serious questions, and which I could hardly believe 
that the French Government would be prepared to accept in its present form. 

I said that I would hand to the Ambassador a memorandum’ which he 
could transmit to his Government containing the enquiries which I felt 
bound to make; but the principal of them I would indicate in my present 
remarks. 

Whilst, I said, it was a matter of common knowledge that the Allies had 
agreed among themselves in the earlier stages of the war not to conclude 
peace with any enemy Power except by common agreement,® it appeared 
from the wording of article 1 of the Franklin-Bouillon Agreement that a peace 
had now been concluded between France and Angora, and, further, inasmuch 
as the agreement was one with the Grand National Assembly of Angora, that 
it amounted to a recognition by the French of that Government as the 
Government of Turkey. No mention was made of the Government at Con- 
stantinople, and undoubtedly, if the agreement were ratified in its present 
form, Mustapha Kemal’s Government could claim that they had received 
recognition from one of the most powerful of the European Allies. 

Article 3 of the agreement, which provided for the withdrawal of French 
troops, appeared to run directly counter to article 8 of the Tripartite Agree- 
ment of the roth August, 1920,9 in which the French had pledged themselves 
to maintain their troops in the zone of special French interests until the 
Allies were satisfied that the Treaty of Peace with Turkey was being executed, 

4 See No. 402. 5 See Nos. 425 and 427. 6 See Nos. 430 and 431. 

7 This memorandum, dated November 5, the French reply of November 17, and 
Lord Curzon’s Note of November 25, are published in Cmd. 1570 of 1922 (‘Correspondence 
between His Majesty’s Government and the French Government respecting the Angora 
Agreement of October 20, 1921’). 

8 The Franco-British Agreement of September 5, 1914, and the London Pact of Novem- 
ber 30, 1915. 

9 See No. 17, n. 4. 
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and that the measures accepted by Turkey for the protection of Christian 
minorities had been put into force and their execution effectively guaranteed. 

Article 6, in which the Government of the Grand National Assembly of 
Turkey declared that the rights of minorities solemnly recognised in the 
National Pact!° will be confirmed by them on the same basis as that estab- 
lished by the conversations on this subject between the Entente Powers and 
other Allies—such as Poland''—or other European enemies—such as 
Hungary'!—called for a serious explanation. In the first place it did not 
appear to apply to Cilica only, but to be of general application to all Turkey. 
It was in direct opposition to the provisions of the Treaty of Sévres for the 
protection of minorities, by which the French Government had assumed the 
responsibility for the protection of minorities in their zone of special interest 
under the Tripartite Agreement. If this article were accepted, it would 
appear that France had not only not recognised her responsibility under that 
Agreement, but had pledged herself to new minority provisions on the lines 
of the treaties made in Europe. The provisions of these treaties were quite 
inapplicable to Turkey, and it would appear that this point had been conceded 
by the French Government independently and to the detriment of any general 
negotiations for peace that might remain to be concluded between Turkey and 
the whole of the Allies. 

Article 8 provided for a wholesale revision of the northern frontier of 
Syria, under which a large tract of territory was apparently to be handed 
over by France to the Angora Government without any reference to, or 
consent on the part of, the rest of the Allies. I reminded the Ambassador 
that the whole of this territory had been conquered from Turkey in the war, 
not by French troops, or even by Allied troops, but by British troops alone. 
In our loyalty to our engagements with the French! we had handed over 
the whole of Syria to them, and when the Treaty of Sévres was drawn up we 
had without protest, on the assumption that they would receive the mandate 
for Syria'3—which, in passing, I remarked they had not yet done—been 
willing to settle a frontier entirely in accordance with their views. And yet 
a large slice of territory within the mandated area, which did not belong to 
them, which they had no right to distribute, and which was still, in the 
absence of peace, vested in the hands of the Allies, had now been handed 
over to Angora as a part of the price of the Franklin-Bouillon agreement. 
When we were discussing the Mesopotamia frontiers with the French last 
year a good deal had been said about Nisibin and Jezireh-bin-Omar, which 
we had eventually agreed to include in the mandated area of Syria, and 
yet these places, which were of great strategic importance to Mesopotamia, 
were now about to be handed back by France on her own account to Turkey.™ 

10 See No. g1. 

1! See H. W. V. Temperley, A History of the Peace Conference of Paris (London 1920-4), Vol. 
V; PP- 132-44, 197-8. 

12 See Vol. IV, Chap. II, Introductory Note. 

13 The draft mandate for Syria was under the consideration of the League of Nations. See 
Vol. XITI, No. 359. 

14 See Vol. VIII, No. 16. 
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Nor was this all. It appeared from the provisions of the same agreement that 
Turkey was to receive the track of the Bagdad Railway between Choben- 
bey and Nisibin, and, still worse, that the Turks were to have the right to 
use that part of the Bagdad line which might lie in the French sphere for the 
military transport of their troops. In other words, France was about to 
authorise the transport of Turkish troops from Konia to Nisibin with a view— 
it might very well be—to an attack by Mustapha Kemal upon the British 
mandated territory in Mesopotamia. 

Supposing that we had made an arrangement of this sort, involving a 
serious possible risk to the French area in Syria, would not the French 
Ambassador have come down in a great hurry to Downing Street, and would 
he not be addressing me in language of even greater surprise than that 
which I was now employing to him? 

There were further provisions in the agreement which seemed equally to 
call for explanation, but a detailed enumeration of these would appear in the 
memorandum! which I promised to send to the Ambassador. I must, how- 
ever—I went on to say—ask him some serious questions about the letter from 
Yussouf Kemal Bey addressed to M. Franklin-Bouillon which accompanied 
the agreement.'© Was this a letter which, though detached, was to be regarded 
as forming a part of the agreement? What did its very ominous phraseology 
mean? What was the nature of the reply which the French Government 
had sent or contemplated sending to it? I noted that in the first paragraph 
the Angora Foreign Minister expressed a hope that the French Government 
would undertake to settle in a spirit of cordial friendship all the questions 
relating to the independence and the sovereignty of Turkey. What did this 
mean? What relation had this to the evacuation of soldiers or prisoners 
from Cilicia? The language seemed to indicate that the Angora Govern- 
ment at least expected in return for their favours some large measure of 
support from the French Government in matters of a very much wider than 
local concern. 

In the second paragraph of the letter the Grand National Assembly 
declared its willingness to grant concessions to the French for the iron, 
chrome and silver mines in the Harchite Valley, and announced its readiness 
to consider with the utmost good-will any other requests for concessions for 
mines, railways, ports or river which might be put before them by French 
groups. I could not help asking what all this meant. Even if the localities 
concerned were inside the French zone of special interest, the suggested 
concessions appeared to me to travel far beyond the spirit of the Tripartite 
Agreement. If they were outside, surely the concessions were in direct 
conflict with it. 

The letter went on to invite the collaboration of French professors and 
teachers in the schools not of Cilicia alone, but apparently of every part of 
Turkey, and ended by inviting French capitalists to enter into economic and 
financial relations with the Angora Government—again without any 
geographical limitation. I did not know, of course, what view would be 

1s See n. 7. 16 See n. 1. 
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taken of these proposals by the French Government, or how far M. Franklin- 
Bouillon had committed them on the matter; but that a local arrangement 
of a relatively minor character for the evacuation of French troops, or the 
release of French prisoners, should have been expanded in this elastic 
fashion to include this vast motley of interests and concessions seemed to me 
one of the most unusual diplomatic achievements of which I had ever 
heard. 

Before concluding, I alluded to a further report which, although it was not 
supported by anything that appeared in the agreement or in the letter, had 
yet reached me from more than one quarter, that the French had tried to 
procure, or had procured, the monopoly of the provision of French officers 
and instructors in the gendarmerie—again not in Cilicia alone, but in 
Anatolia, without limitation.'7 I could hardly believe that such was the 
case, since any such provision would be entirely contrary to the arrange- 
ment already concluded between the Powers,’ by which the future gendar- 
merie was to be international in character. 

I said that the Ambassador must pardon me if I sought insistently for 
further information upon all these points. I could not, I said, conceal from 
him that the sum total of them had left upon the minds of myself and my 
colleagues a very painful impression, and I hoped very earnestly that the 
majority of the apprehensions, to which I had given expression, would turn 
out to be unfounded, and would be dispelled by the explanation which it 
would be in his power to give. 

The Ambassador interrupted me at various points of my narrative to 
inform me that whatever might be the answers returned by his Government 
on the points which I had raised, he was certain that they regarded the 
agreement as one of a purely local character; so much so, that they did not 
even propose to submit it for ratification to the French Chamber. It was 
merely a restricted arrangement between Angora and themselves with 
regard to Cilicia, and he felt convinced that the provisions, as to which I had 
expressed alarm, could only be applicable to the zone in which, under the 
Tripartite Agreement, it had been agreed that French interests should be 
recognised as predominant. He took great credit for the fact that there had 
been no attempt to discuss such wider issues as Smyrna and Thrace, and 
the conclusion of a general peace with Turkey, and he seemed to anticipate 
that, in reply to my charge that the French Government had been dealing 
with Angora as though it were the Government of Turkey, they would say 
that the Franklin-Bouillon Agreement, if accepted by the French, would be 
submitted to the Constantinople authorities. He did not contest that the 
questions which I had put were of a very important and serious nature, and 
that on the face of it the language both of the agreement and of the letter 
appeared to suggest a wider field of action and consequence than he had 
himself predicted. It might be that M. Franklin-Bouillon, who was a person 
of very ebullient nature and not used to official negotiations, had done 
rather more than was expected of him, and had placed matters in a light 

17 See No. 429. 18 See Nos. 25 and 245. 
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which was open to criticism. All this would be elucidated in the enquiry 
which I had asked him to make. 

I represented to the Ambassador in taking leave of him that the question 
was one to which we attached great importance, and that if we were shortly 
to reopen Allied negotiations for the settlement of the entire Eastern question 
it was indispensable that there should be removed from our minds the 
suspicion that one of our Allies had taken independent action, or sought to 
secure special advantages behind the backs—and, as it would appear in 
some cases, to the distinct detriment—of the others. 

The Ambassador did not express any surprise at the manner in which I had 
spoken to him, and his defence of the procedure of his Government—such as 
it was—would not, I think, have secured him a favourable verdict, even 
from a tribunal of his own countrymen. 

Iam, &c., 
CurzON OF KEDLESTON 


No. 433 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 
No. 468 Telegraphic [E 12190/143/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, November 5, 1921, 4.20 p.m. 


My despatch No. 838! (of October 6th, Signor Tuozzi’s visit to Angora) 
last two paragraphs. 

On October 17th [ste] Italian Ambassador informed Foreign Office? that 
M. Tuozzi3 was to arrive at Ineboli on October 19th on his way to Angora, 
and stated that, while his mission was ostensibly to settle certain incidents at 
Adalia, it was really to ascertain the present disposition of the Kemalist 
Government as regards mediation and to find out the exact position of the 
various parties at Angora. He added that His Majesty’s Government 
would be fully informed of all that M. Tuozzi reported. 

Please draw attention of Italian Government to these assurances of the 
Italian Ambassador, and inform them that rumours are reaching us to the 
effect that M. Tuozzi is following the example of M. Franklin-Bouillon* and 
negotiating a separate treaty with Angora. 

In view of the above-mentioned assurances, His Majesty’s Government 
feel sure that these rumours must be baseless, but they would be glad to be 
kept informed from time to time regarding M. Tuozzi’s mission and his 
reports. 

You may add that His Majesty’s Government have just received from 
the French Government the text of the Franklin-Bouillon agreement,5 


t Not printed. 
2 In a note, not printed, handed to Mr. Tufton on October 16. 
3 See No. 231, n. 1. 4 See No. 405, n. 10, and No. 432. 


5 See No. 423, n. 2. 
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which appears to go far beyond the local arrangements regarding the 
Syria frontier, and the cessation of hostilities which they had been led to 
expect. His Majesty’s Government are about to make representations to 
the French Government on the subject.® 


6 See No. 432, n. 7. 


No. 434 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 


No. 472 Telegraphic [E 12296/1/44] 


Very Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, November 8, 1921, 12.5 p.m. 


You will have gathered from Press that we have received with utmost 
astonishment and misgiving text of agreement concluded by Monsieur 
Franklin Bouillon on behalfof French Government with Angora Turks, accom- 
panied, as it is, by a letter from the Angora Foreign Minister to Monsieur 
Bouillon indicating understandings of a much more serious and far-reaching 
nature.! These documents seem to us in letter as well as in spirit to be in sharp 
contradiction both to Treaty engagements of the Allies and to policy of close 
understanding and mutual co-operation upon which we believed that the 
three Great Powers had agreed to proceed for early settlement of Near and 
Middle East. 

I at once saw French Ambassador, and we have addressed series of 
important questions to French Government.? The papers recording these 
communications are going to you by bag today.3 Upon their receipt you 
should take Italian Government into full confidence and invite their cordial 
co-operation in attitude we may have to assume. Meanwhile you should 
see Marquis Torretta without delay and tell him how gravely our apprehen- 
sions have been aroused. Concessions obtained by France, whether economic 
or otherwise, appear to extend far beyond the zone allotted to her in 
Tripartite Agreement ;* while general character of Bouillon agreement bears 
appearance of a treaty concluded with an enemy by one of the Allies without 
knowledge of the others, and 1s tantamount to recognition of Angora National 
Assembly as Government of Turkey. 


1 See No. 423, n. 2. 2 See No. 432, n. 7. 

3 Foreign Office despatch No. 947 of November 8, not printed. 

4 See No. 17, n. 4. 

S In his telegram No. 452 of November 10, Sir G. Buchanan replied: ‘I spoke to Minister 
for Foreign Affairs this evening in the sense of your telegram No. 472 and left with him an 
aide-mémoire embodying its substance.’ In a further telegram, No. 457 of November 12 to the 
Foreign Office, Sir G. Buchanan reported: ‘I communicated to the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs last night your despatch No. 2683 to Lord Hardinge [No. 432] and your (? note to) 
French Ambassador [not printed] and expressed hope that he would support our representa- 
tions by holding same language at Paris.’ 
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No. 435 


Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received November 9, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 450 Telegraphic [E 12327/143/44] 


ROME, November 8, 1921, 5.25 p.m. 

My telegram No. 449.! 

Minister for Foreign Affairs to whom I communicated verbally yesterday 
the substance of your telegram No. 468? denied in most categorical manner 
the report that Signor Tuozzi was negotiating a separate treaty with Angora. 
He expressed regret that I should have even thought it necessary to address 
enquiry on the subject. He then showed me a telegram from Tuozzi report- 
ing action which he had taken on behalf of British prisoners and repeated 
the assurance that His Majesty’s Government would be kept informed of 
everything that passed at Angora. 

I said that His Majesty’s Government had not believed these rumours 
and that I had only mentioned the matter to him in order to give him the 
opportunity of denying them officially. 

As regards French agreement: he said that he was not sufficiently acquainted 
with its details to be able to express an opinion. 


t Of November 6, not printed. This reported that the Italian Minister for Foreign 
Affairs had ‘volunteered statement that object of Tuozzi’s mission was to settle certain 
incidents and to report on general disposition of Angora Government as regards mediation.’ 

2 No. 433. 3 See No. 423, n. 2. 


No. 436 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 
No. 951 [E 12338/1/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, November 8, 1921 
Sir, 

I asked the Italian Ambassador to come and see me to-day in order to 
have a talk with him about the situation which had arisen 1n consequence 
of the conclusion of the Franklin-Bouillon Agreement with the Angora 
Government.! 

I gave Signor de Martino a succinct account of all that had so far passed in 
the matter, including my representations to the French Government, with 
which the Count de Saint-Aulaire had returned to Paris.2 I pointed out 
how completely at variance the French proceedings had been, both with 
the treaty obligations of the Allies and also with the policy of mutual co- 
operation for the settlement of the Near and Middle Eastern question, to 
which I thought that, after the unsuccessful attempts of both the French 
and Italians to break away last year, we had since all pledged our faith to 


' See No. 423, n. 2. 2 See No. 432, n. 7. 
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adhere. The Italian Government was, I thought, as much concerned as 
ourselves in the action of the French, because the privileges obtained by the 
latter appeared in many cases to apply not to the French zone of economic 
preference only, but to the whole of Asia Minor, including the Italian sphere. 
I hoped that on all these grounds I might rely upon Italian support in the 
stand which I had been compelled to make. 

_ The Ambassador replied that the Marquis della Torretta had not yet 
received the text of the agreement, and had not, therefore, communicated 
with him about it; but he had already informed him of the impression that 
had been produced in this country on its publication. 

He then went into a long disquisition about the importance to Italy of the 
Tripartite Agreement,3 not so much because of its technical provisions as 
from the effect that it had upon Italian public opinion. Italy could not 
relinquish her rights under this agreement, and she would have to resist any 
encroachment upon them. 

All this the Ambassador explained at great length, and he dwelt so exclu- 
sively on that subject that I was compelled to recall his attention to the much 
more serious aspect of the French action, namely, the effect that it could. 
hardly fail to have upon the larger question of a common Allied policy 
vis-a-vis the Greeks and the Turks. If France were left at liberty to act in 
such a manner without remonstrance, the Italian representative at Angora 
might think that he enjoyed a similar liberty. I earnestly hoped that nothing 
of the kind would take place, and that the Ambassador would renew to me 
his assurances of the very circumscribed area of Signor Tuozzi’s conversations.* 

This he did, explaining, as he had done before, that they related to matters 
arising out of the Adalia question alone. On the larger issue he adhered to 
all that we had both said on recent occasions as to the necessity of absolute 
confidence between the Allies and the extreme unwisdom of any one of 
them acting apart from the others; but, as soon as he got the Marquis della 
Torretta’s views, he would be able to speak to me more confidently on the 
matter. 

The Ambassador hinted once again, as he had often done before, at a 
resumption, when the Turkish question was out of the way, of the close 
relations between Great Britain and Italy in the Eastern Mediterranean, 
which he has repeatedly declared to have existed before the war. Though 
there were conversations about the matter in the time of Lord Grey of 
Fallodon,’ I have never been able to discover that they resulted in an agree- 
ment; nor have I been able to find out exactly what the Italian Government 
desires, except British support in all her Mediterranean undertakings. I 
have hitherto, therefore, rather evaded the question, feeling that it was for 
Italy, by a sustained policy of good faith—in which, up to the present time, 
she has been decidedly lacking—to justify the creation of closer relations 
than those which already exist. 

Iam, &c., 
CurRzON OF KEDLESTON 


3 See No. 17, n. 4. 4 See No. 433. S See No. 37, n. 1. 
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No. 437 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received November 9, 3.20 p.m.) 


No. 714 Telegraphic [E 12351 /1/44] 
Very Urgent CONSTANTINOPLE, WVovember 9, 1921, 1.40 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 590.! 

Messages from Paris announcing ratification of agreement by French 
Government added that Monsieur Briand had sent telegram to Minister 
for Foreign Affairs at Angora announcing it. I have no other information 
regarding Monsieur Briand’s telegram but as message came from Paris and 
was allowed to be published in the Press here I have no doubt that Monsieur 
Briand did adopt this means of intimating French Government’s acceptance. 

Agreement seems to have been concluded over General Pellé’s head. 
The latter has in consequence been placed in a delicate position vis-a-vis 
the Constantinople Government. I hear from a.. .2 Franklin-Bouillon inti- 
mated to General Pellé that although he, General Pellé, was High Com- 
missioner at Constantinople he had nothing to do with Anatolia. 

General Pellé has just communicated the text of agreement and of Youssouf 
Kemal’s letter which accompanies it to me.3 I am sending full comments on 
both documents by bag leaving today.* Text as communicated does not 
contain clauses relating to gendarmerie and possible oil concessions in Mosul 
district, which were reported to me as existing in agreement signed by 
Monsieur Franklin-Bouillon. (See my telegram No. 702).5 

Political effect of Franco-Nationalist agreement presents itself to me as 
follows :— 

Nationalists are greatly elated by conclusion of this agreement. Italians 
may be relied upon to try to secure economic concessions in Anatolia not less 
considerable than those promised to the French. Franco-Nationalist agree- 
ment, and Italian agreement when concluded, must necessarily weaken 
allies as a whole when the moment for intervention in Greco-Turkish 
conflict comes. On the other hand everything shows that the Nationalists, 
greatly encouraged by conclusion of agreement with French, will take their 
stand on national pact.® It will be more difficult for French and Italians to 
urge moderation on Nationalists. 

Article 7 (ste)? of Franco-Nationalist agreement surrenders allied position 
with regard to protection of minorities and recognizes national pact. By 


1 This telegram of November 7, not printed, stated that the Morning Post Constantinople 
Correspondent had quoted a telegram alleged to have been sent to the Angora Foreign 
Minister by M. Briand, communicating French ratification of the Angora Draft Agreement 
of October 20. The telegram went on to request Sir H. Rumbold to telegraph immediately 
his comments. 


2 The text is here uncertain. 3 See No. 423, n. 2. 
¢ Sir H. Rumbold’s despatch No. 820, not printed, was dated November 8. 
5 No. 429. 6 See No. 13, n. 6. 


7 Reference should have been made to Article 6. 
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territorial clause . . .8 mandated territory which she has no right to give 
away. Letter from Youssouf Kemal which is attached to agreement and 
which promises favourable consideration to French applications for con- 
cessions without limiting area in which those concessions can be granted, 
brands the whole instrument as a bargain of a highly incorrect character. 

Attitude of Constantinople Government is that Franco-Nationalist 
agreement augurs well for conclusion of a definite peace between Allies and 
Turkey. On the other hand Constantinople Government resents having 
been side-tracked in such an important matter. 


8 The text is here uncertain. The reference is to Article 8. 


No. 438 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Hardinge (Parts) 
No. 663 Telegraphic by bag [E 12180/1/44}! 


FOREIGN OFFICE, November 9, 1921, 5.50 p.m. 


You will have seen in antepenultimate paragraph of my Note to French 
Ambassador of November 5? (copy of which was sent to you) that I referred 
to rumour that Franklin Bouillon had obtained secret promise of French 
monopoly of gendarmerie organization throughout Turkey. 

Story is now corroborated by information from French sources in Con- 
stantinople from which it appears that Commandant Sarrau claims mandate 
from Paris appointing him Inspector-General of Ottoman Gendarmerie.3 

Arrangements for gendarmerie organization are prescribed by military 
provisions of Treaty of Sévres and were not modified in their essentials by 
London proposals of March‘ or Paris discussions of June.5 On the contrary 
they have been ratified and elaborated by subsequent agreements between the 
three Gov[ernmen]ts regarding execution of the military provisions, notably 
agreement of June 19° by which French accepted Gen. Harington’s assump- 
tion of Constantinople Command and the institution of three sub-commis- 
sions under the Military Commission. By this arrangement the presidency 
of the sub-commission of gendarmerie was allotted to a French officer and 
it is understood that Gen. Filonneau has been appointed to the post. 
Provisional effect has already been given to the scheme by the organization 
for the period of the armistice of a temporary committee to coordinate Allied 
control of gendarmerie in the Constantinople area.’ 

! The draft only of this telegram is preserved in the Foreign Office archives. 

2 See No. 432, n. 7. 

3 General Harington had reported this information in his telegram No. 1233 of November!, 
not printed, to the War Office, who transmitted a copy of the telegram to the Foreign Office 
in their letter 0152/5774 (M.I. 2) of November 4, not printed. 

4 See Vol. XV, No. 53, Appendix 2. S See Vol. XV, Chap. V. 

6 See Vol. XV, p. 598. 

7 Improvised gendarmeries had been formed under British auspices at Scutari and Chanak, 
under French auspices at Chatalja and under Italian auspices at Pera and on the Bosphorus. 
At the end of July, General Harington had proposed that a small temporary committee under 
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A French mandate for the organization and control of Ottoman gendar- 
merie throughout Turkey would involve repudiation of all of the above- 
mentioned agreements between the Allied Gov[ernmen]ts. Any claim to such 
mandate would constitute a flagrant breach of faith and H.M.G. could not 
admit either its award by the Angora Gov[ernmen]t or its acceptance by 
the French Gov[ernmen]t. 

Please make our point of view quite clear to French Gov[ernmen]t and 
endeavour to obtain from them a repudiation of Commandant Sarrau’s 
claim and aspecific denial of the existence of any understanding with Angora 
regarding Turkish gendarmerie.® 

Repeated to Rome as No. 473 
the presidency of a French officer should be formed without prejudice to the post-peace 
organization to co-ordinate these improvised gendarmeries. In a letter of August 17 to the 
War Office, not printed, the Foreign Office agreed to the plan proposed, subject to the con- 
currence of Sir H. Rumbold. 

8 The substance of this telegram was communicated by Lord Hardinge to the French 
Foreign Ministry in a Note of November 10, not printed, copy of which he transmitted to the 
Foreign Office in his despatch No. 3108, not printed. In a despatch, No. 3152 of November 
14, not printed, Lord Hardinge transmitted to the Foreign Office the reply, dated November 
14, of the Acting Minister for Foreign Affairs, M. Bonnevay. This reply ran: ‘J’ai l’honneur 
de faire savoir a votre Excellence que M. Franklin-Bouillon n’a, sous aucune forme, demandé 
ni obtenu aucun monopole ni promesse de monopole en vue de Il’organisation de la gendar- 
merie en Turquie. J’ajoute que l’Accord d’Angora n’a apporté aucun changement a la 
situation actuelle du Commandant Sarr[a]u et que cet officier n’a été l’objet d’aucune nomina- 
tion en dehors de sa récente promotion au grade de lieutenant-colonel dans |’armée frangaise.’ 


No. 439 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recetved November 11, 1.15 p.m.) 


Unnumbered Telegraphic [E 12432/143/44] 
Private and Secret CONSTANTINOPLE, November 10, 1921, 11.45 p.m. 


Your private telegram of November 8th.! General Harington, whom I 
have consulted, agrees with me in thinking danger to Allied military position 
at Constantinople from an advance of Nationalists along Ismid Peninsula 
is in abeyance for the moment. Nationalists are too fully occupied with 
Greeks to be able to spare forces for an advance on Constantinople even if 
they wished to do so. Any strengthening of their forces on their northern 
flank would have in view harassing of Greeks rather than a threat to Con- 
stantinople. We think Nationalists will concentrate on harassing Greeks by 
every means in their power throughout the winter. It follows that British 
military position at Constantinople is not likely to be in danger from 
Nationalists for the present. 

This danger might arise if at some later date Nationalists thought it 
worth while to threaten Constantinople. In spite of General Pellé’s statement? 

1 This telegram has not been traced in the Foreign Office archives. 


2 This statement had been reported to the Foreign Office by Sir H. Rumbold in his 
despatch No. 1022 of November 8, not printed. 
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that Franco-Kemalist agreement has only put an end to hostilities between 
French and Nationalists in Cilicia, it is not possible for French to divide 
their attitude to Nationalists into watertight compartments. 

I am convinced that Franco-Kemalist agreement will make it impossible 
for French to participate in any energetic measures against Nationalists, 
should such prove necessary as result of an eventual Nationalist advance on 
Constantinople. We must therefore expect French defection in the above con- 
tingency. The more I reflect on French agreement the more it is evident that 
it has undermined the whole position of the Allies vis-a-vis the Nationalists, 
and having regard to real necessity for presenting a united front towards the 
Nationalists if intervention is to be successful on acceptance of terms, I can 
only characterize French independent action in this matter as dishonourable, 
and as having greatly increased our difficulties. 

From a political point of view I would earnestly deprecate withdrawal of 
British forces from Constantinople before the conclusion of a settlement 
with the Nationalists, which would no doubt provide for gradual with- 
drawal of that force. 


No. 440 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received November 12, 5.20 p.m.) 


No. 722 Telegraphic [E 12467/143/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, November 11, 1921, 8 p.m. 


My immediately preceding telegram! gives slightly condensed translation 
of message? sent by Minister for Foreign Affairs Angora to British, French 
and Italian High Commissioners via Zu[ng]luldak. Message has been 
circulated by my French colleague. 

This is the first occasion on which Angora Government have joined issue 
with us on any large question arising out of our proceedings in Constantinople. 
It looks as if Angora were acting in collusion with Government here, whom 
we have been pressing to provide necessary accommodation in Turkish 
War Office for Inter-Allied Commissions set up by military authorities here. 
It is unfortunately not impossible that French may have encouraged inter- 
vention of Angora, though this is mere conjecture. 

Message, though polite in form, is obvious attempt: 

(1) To assert right of Angora to concern itself, as if it were sole Govern- 
ment of Turkey, with measures taken in Constantinople, and 

(2) To jump [sic]; the position that Treaty of Sévres is not merely instru- 
ment needing revision, but is completely obsolete. 


! No. 721 of November 11, not printed. 

2 This protested against attempts to set up Inter-Allied Commissions of Control and 
Organizations in accordance with Part V, Section IV of the Treaty of Sévres. 

3 In the Foreign Office, the word assume was suggested. 


473 


Separate action of French and Italians cannot fail to encourage Angora 
Government to sustain latter view, assertion of which at this stage is clearly 
prejudicial to prospects of mediation. 

Telegram is altogether calculated to diminish the prospect of our getting 
Angora into sufficiently reasonable frame of mind to make allied mediation 
in Greco-Turkish conflict (? possible) and of arriving speedily at general 
settlement. 

I am nevertheless studying every possible means of achieving these 
objects and am in closest touch with General Harington. Meanwhile I will 
discuss message with my allied colleagues at our meeting tomorrow and 
will strongly uphold view that no [? answer] should be returned.‘ 

Message was accompanied by another of earlier date protesting against 
alleged imprisonment by Greek Government of Djafer Tayar (formerly 
head of movement of resistance in Thrace) on the charge of espionage and 
threatening reprisals against Greek officers in Nationalist hands. This we 
can simply forward to Greek High Commissioner, but it is also symptom of 
feeling prevailing in Angora. 


4 In his telegram No. 603 of November 16, Lord Curzon replied: ‘Your proposal to 
uphold view that no reply should be returned is approved.’ 


No. 441 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recetved November 12, 9.55 p.m.) 


No. 723 Telegraphic [E 12468/143/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, November 12, 1921, 5 p.m. 


Italian High Commissioner spoke to me yesterday on his own initiative 
about Franco-Kemalist Agreement,! which he said had greatly weakened 
position of Allies vis-a-vis the Nationalists. 

Except for exchange of prisoners and evacuation of Cilicia, he could not 
see what French had obtained in return for the considerable concessions 
they had made to the Nationalists. They .. .2 held a letter from Youssouf 
Kemal promising that applications for mining and other concessions would 
be favourably entertained (? but) Turks could easily wriggle out of the terms 
of this letter. He said that by taking separate action, French had compromised 
position of the Allies as a whole. The argument that Agreement .. .? put an 
end to local hostilities in Cilicia between French and Nationalists would not 
hold water for an instant. Italian High Commissioner then said that his 
Government were determined not to follow procedure of the French. They 
had despatched an agent? to Angora only after obtaining preliminary consent 
of British and French Governments.* That agent was merely empowered to 
discuss certain incidents which had arisen between Italians and Nationalists 


t See No. 423, n. 2. 2 The text is here uncertain. 
3 Signor Tuozzi. See No. 433. 4 Cf. No. 231. 
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such as Palitana incident,’ landing of an aeroplane at Sokia and expulsion 
of Italian workmen from mines at Z[u]nguldak. Agent could not conclude 
any agreement of a political or economic character. 

Italian High Commissioner further stated that Nationalists had suggested 
to Italian agent the conclusion of an agreement similar to which they had 
concluded with France. Agent had replied that he was not empowered 
(? to) discuss such a question, but that he would transmit to his authorities 
any proposals made by Angora Government. 

Agent had reported that the Nationalists were quite (? intractable) at 
present moment; they were using most extravagant language and advancing 
exaggerated claims. 

My Italian colleague said that this language might be partly in the nature 
of propaganda, but that it showed the frame of mind prevailing at Angora 
at the present moment. This augured badly for a settlement. 

He then referred to Your Lordship’s unsuccessful [stc]® dealings with 
Greek Ministers in London’ and enquired whether we could not now send 
an official to Angora to try to get Nationalists to come into a conference. 

I replied that this course presented great difficulties, but said that we were 
most anxious for every reason, to effect a settlement at the earliest possible 
moment. 


5 See No. 180, n. 1 6 In the Foreign Office the word successful was suggested. 
7 See Nos. 425, 427, 431. 


No. 442 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received November 14, 8.31 a.m.) 


No. 724 Telegraphic (E 12559/143/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, November 13, 1921, 4 a.m. 


My immediately preceding telegram.' 

General Harington, with whom I have been in constant touch since his 
return,? has impressed on me anxiety of Your Lordship and His Majesty’s 
Government to accelerate Turkish settlement as much as possible. We are 
agreed that for this purpose it is essential to get into touch with Angora 
Government in order to ascertain whether that Government are prepared 
to place themselves in the hands of the Allies with a view to discussion, 
firstly mediation in Turko-Greek conflict, and secondly of basis of general 
settlement. 

Question of approaching Angora is surrounded with difficulty. Every- 
thing points to Nationalists being once more in most intractable frame of 
mind. Result of recent fighting with Greeks has given them renewed 


t No. 441. 


2 General Harington, who had attended a meeting of the Cabinet on November 1, had 
left London for Constantinople on November 5. 
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confidence. Conclusion of French agreement? has shown them how little 
real union there is amongst the Allies. They interpret the numerous utter- 
ances in the English press as proving that they have strong sympathies 
in Great Britain. They are of course watching phases of the Irish question* 
with closest interest. Agreement recently concluded at Kars’ with (? 
Caucasian) States has secured their North Eastern frontier for the time being. 
They have renewed hope of building up strong central position in Islamic 
world. 

In these circumstances I fear that there could hardly be worse moment for 
approaching Angora Government with confidence, although they have 
numerous internal difficulties which should incline them towards peace, 
and Kurdish revolt® is understood to cause them grave preoccupation. 

I have carefully considered the best means of establishing that contact 
with Angora which seems so necessary in spite of the above considerations. 
I have kept in view the desirability: 


(A) Of not exposing His Majesty’s Government to rebuff which might 
diminish their prestige and, even worse, might close the door at the outset 
to the discussion which we wish to bring about; 

(B) Of continued co-operation of Allies notwithstanding their tendency to 
break away from us; and 

(C) Of not disregarding Constantinople Government, eventual reinstate- 
ment of which in its proper position should be one of our aims. 


As preliminary measure I have carefully sounded Constantinople Minister 
for Foreign Affairs. I have (? let) him understand confidentially that there 
is now (? more) prospect of Greeks placing themselves in hands of Allies and 
I have sought his views as to the prospect of Angora Government doing 
likewise and as to best means of broaching question of mediating with them. 
I have impressed on him that sole desire of His Majesty’s Government is to 
bring about peace, that they themselves have nothing to seek from Angora 
and that they are not espousing the cause of either party to immediate 
conflict. Izzet Pasha says plainly that Constantinople Government as such 
is aS powerless as ever to influence Angora, but he has promised to get to 
work himself through leading Nationalists here. He says that Hamid Bey 
who handled the negotiations for exchange of prisoners’ carries no real 
weight with Angora. This if true is disappointing as Hamid appeared to be 
useful instrument if carefully handled. 

Conversations with Izzet do not encourage me to count much on the 
efficacy of his assistance especially in view of the urgency of the matter. I 


3 See No. 423, n. 2. 

4 See Correspondence relating to the Proposals of His Majesty’s Government for an Irish Settlement 
(Cmd. 1470, 1502, 1539, of 1921). A Treaty was signed on December 6 (for text, see Cmd. 
1560 of 1921 and B.F.S.P., vol. 114, pp. 161-6). 

5 See No. 454, below. 

6 As reported by Sir H. Rumbold in his despatch No. 476 of May 11, not printed, this 
revolt had broken out earlier in the year among the Kurds in the country east of Sivas. 

7 See No. 422. 
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think we should keep Central Government informed of all we do but that 
we must seek more direct means of contact with Angora. 
Alternatives would appear to be 


(1) To get French to sound Angora as foreshadowed in Your Lordship’s 
memorandum of October 7th® or possibly Italians. 
(2) To sound Angora ourselves officially either jointly with Allies or in 
their name. 
(3) To sound Angora ourselves unofficially with the knowledge of the 
es. 


(1) would have the advantage of letting the French or Italians take any .. .9 
I presume that Your Lordship would hesitate very much to place the matter 
in the hands of the French after their recent conduct. I doubt whether 
Italians would carry any real weight with Angora though they now seem 
anxious to collaborate loyally. For (3) it would be necessary to (? employ) 
either military or wholly unofficial agents empowered to converse with 
(? Nationalist) representatives in the (? first) instance without committing 
His Majesty’s Government. This course presents some (? advantages) but 
choice of agents would be most difficult. There are also other objections. It 
would be very hard to tie Angora down and despatch of agents would 
rapidly become known even if not publicly announced. They would be 
credited with having definite ‘mission’ and any rebuff would be almost 
more damaging to our prestige than if we failed in direct approach. Ifa 
high military personage e.g. General Harington were empowered to talk 
to Kemalists these objections would be aggravated proportionally, in addition 
to which Allies would make out that our military command was being 
utilized for political purposes. 

(? Disadvantage of) (2) is that if Kemalists were approached officially 
they might make progress (? impossible) by attaching impossible preliminary 
conditions to participation in discussing e.g. complete renunciation of Treaty 
of Sévres as basis, acceptance of National Pact,!° or immediate evacuation 
of Asia Minor by Greeks. Nevertheless this seems to me to be least disad- 
vantageous (? course). Risk of complete rebuff at outset might be diminished 
by saying to Angora as from allied Governments something like this:— 

“Everyone is tired of war and unsettlement. You have tried (? conclusion)s 
with Greeks and neither side has had decisive success. Military operations 
are no more likely to produce definite result in the future than in the past. 
You profess your desire for peace. So do Greeks. We have been able to 
converse with absolute authoritative exponents of their point of view. In 
your case however we never know what powers your representatives have 
and it is often difficult to know who they are. If you seriously desire peace 
will you not designate some fully authorized person to confer with allied 
High Commissioners in Constantinople (? not) with view to formal discussion 
of peace terms in the first instance but to explore best means of initiating 
such discussion. You can enter into conversation of this nature without in 


8 No. 405. 9 The text is here uncertain. 10 See No. 13, n. 6. 
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any way compromising your point of view beforehand. You must not expect 
us either to tie ourselves down to anything. We shall all bring our views 
into preliminary conversations and if nothing else is gained we shall know 
after hearing your accredited spokesman whether formal discussion of 
general settlement with Greeks and ourselves can usefully be initiated.’ 

After fullest reflections I can offer no better suggestion at present. Any 
procedure will take some little time to produce result. This may at least 
help us to take first step with least possible delay." 

If Your Lordship approves of foregoing method of approaching Angora 
Government I would get my colleagues into line and ask Hamid Bey (? to) 
telegraph message in question (? to) Angora. 

tt General Harington, in his telegram No. 1264 of November 11 to the War Office, com- 
mented: ‘Procedure proposed by Sir Horace is right one but it is just a question under 
difficult circumstances whether it would be advisable to try to have channel that would 
avoid risk of failure. . . . the only thing I can suggest is for me to get Rafet [Refet] tocome and 
meet meat Shile or Constantinople and try to get him to create with Mustapha Kemal 
favourable atmosphere for future negotiations by Sir Horace Rumbold. As it is not my 
concern, I have no wish whatever to do this. There is no doubt that Rafet has influence with 
Mustapha Kemal and it was by Rafet that first definite agreement over prisoners was 
obtained.’ 


No. 443 


Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recetved November 14, 10.55 p.m.) 
No. 465 Telegraphtc (E 12577/1/44]} 
ROME, November 14, 1921, 8.35 p.m. 

My telegram 461.! 

Minister for Foreign Affairs told me this evening that Bekir Sami, who is 
returning at once to Angora, had seen him and tried, but unsuccessfully, 
to draw him into a discussion of a friendly understanding between the two 
Governments. 

In reply to question which he had put to him with regard to terms which 
Angora Government would be ready to accept regarding Greece, Bekir 
Sami had stated that the attitude of his Government on this question was the 
same as it had been at London Conference? to which both Greek and Turkish 
delegates had been invited. 

In the course of our conversation, I expressed the hope that Signor 
Tuozzi,3; who according to press telegrams was being féted at Angora, 
would not do or say anything to compromise his Government. Minister for 
Foreign Affairs said that if he did so, he would be recalled. He added the 
Nationalists would be sure to exploit any indiscretion on his part, in order 
to sow discord between the Allies by representing Italy as on the point of 
concluding a separate agreement with them. 

1 In this telegram Sir G. Buchanan reported that the Italian Minister for Foreign Affairs 
had read Lord Curzon’s Note of November 5 to the French Ambassador in London (see 


No. 434, n. 5) and ‘entirely shared the views therein expressed’. 
2 See Vol. XV, Chap. IT. 3 See Nos. 433 and 435. 


478 


No. 444 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir G. Buchanan (Rome) 
No. 483 Telegraphic [E 12553/1/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, November 15, 1921, 6 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 461 (of November 13th;! Franklin Bouillon Agree- 
ment). | 

Please inform Minister for Foreign Affairs that I am grateful for his 
co-operation and that I think our common efforts should be directed to 
clearing up the misunderstanding over the Franklin Bouillon Agreement 
and bringing the French back into line. It is for the French Government to 
satisfy us that the Agreement is not open to the objections specified in my 
communications? to them or else to take steps to remove these objections. 
Main objection is not that the French appear to have gained certain selfish 
advantages but that in doing so they have apparently violated certain 
obligations, compromised their position vis-a-vis the Turks and so endangered 
the success of Allied mediation. 

At the same time you should remind His Excellency that at the discus- 
sions at Paris in June last it was the opinion of Monsieur Briand and myself 
that in the face of Turkish opposition there was no hope of maintaining the 
Tripartite Agreement inviolate, but that it should be possible to preserve 
its substance in another form that would render it acceptable to the Turks 
without sacrificing the interests of Italy and France.3 This is still my view 
and I think that Italian Government would be well advised to seek such a 
solution when we come to discuss terms of general peace rather than to 
insist on the textual maintainance of the Agreement. 


t See No. 443, n. I. 2 See No. 432, n. 7, and No. 438, n. 8. 
3 See Vol. XV, p. 591. 


No. 445 


Mr. Kennard (Rome)! to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recetved November 18, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 476 Telegraphic [E 12683/1/44] 


ROME, November 17, 1921, 9.45 p.m. 
Your telegram No. 483.? 
I communicated to Minister for Foreign Affairs your telegram; he 
expressed his entire concurrence with its terms. 
As regards Tripartite Agreement, he did not know what had passed 
between Your Lordship and M. Briand in June on the subject, but he fully 
realized that Agreement could not be forced on Turks in its present form. 


1 Mr. Kennard was H.M. Chargé d’Affaires at Rome pending the arrival of Sir R. Graham 
to succeed Sir G. Buchanan. 


2 No. 444. 
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He was, however, anxious that its terms should be maintained as between the 
Allies.3 

His Excellency informs me that M. Tuozzi reports that Kemalist Govern- 
ment have undoubtedly adopted a more arrogant tone since conclusion of 
French Agreement. 

3 These views were subsequently embodied in an Italian aide-mémoire of November 29, a 
translation of which was transmitted to the Foreign Office by Sir R. Graham in his despatch 


No. 953 of November 28, not printed. 
4 Cf. No. 442. 


No. 446 


Lord Hardinge (Paris) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
No. 3192 [E 12660/143/44] 
PARIS, November 17, 1921 
My Lord :— 

In accordance with the instructions contained in your telegrams Nos. 
635 of October 29th’ and 650 of November 2nd? I communicated to the 
French Government? the progress and the results of Your Lordship’s conver- 
sations with Monsieur Gounaris and Monsieur Baltazzi in regard to the 
settlement of the Greco-Turkish Turkish conflict. 

I have the honour to transmit to you herewith a copy of the reply* which 
I have received from Monsieur Bonnevay,5 who expresses his apprehensions 
that the Government of Angora, in view of their success in checking the 
Greek offensive, will now refuse to accept the concessions offered by the 
Greeks, and suggests that it would be advisable previously to sound that 
Government in an unofficial manner in order not to expose the Allies to a 
fresh refusal. 

The note states that the French Government will, before taking a decision, 
await the receipt of the memorandum® in which the Greek Government 
is to set forth its views on the situation in Asia Minor. 

I have, &c., 
HARDINGE OF PENSHURST 


t See No. 427, n. 3. 2 No. 430. 
3 In Notes dated October 30 and November 3, not printed. 
4 Of November 16, not printed. $ See No. 438, n. 8. 
6 See No. 430, n. 5. 
No. 447 
Record by Sir E. Crowe of a Conversation with the French Chargé d’ Affaires 
[E 12689/1/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, November 18, 1921 


The French Chargé d’ Affaires called today to hand to me the formal reply! 
to our note of Nov[ember] 5' respecting the French agreement with Angora. 


t See No. 432, n. 7. 
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He made some general remarks in the sense of the main lines of the French 
note, without adding anything of importance. He dwelt chiefly on the 
unshaken determination of the French government to uphold the Entente 
with England in every part of the world and M. Briand’s confident belief 
that after reading his explanations, H.M.G. would recognise the groundless- 
ness of their apprehensions as to the consequences of France’s separate 
understanding with Kemal. He felt convinced that our anxieties were based 
on a misunderstanding of the real character and object of that understanding. 

I said I felt unable to enter at once into a discussion of the note, which I 
had not yet read, far less studied in detail. One thing, however, struck me: 
if the French government were so convinced that our anxieties resulted from 
a pure misunderstanding which their explanations would readily dispel, 
it seemed, to say the least, unfortunate that M. Briand had not made his 
explanations, and tried to satisfy the natural fears of his allies, before, 
instead of after, actually committing himself to the final ratification or 
acceptance of the agreement negotiated by his agent. Had it not occurred to 
him that the situation was not eased by placing the allies before a ‘fait 
accompli’? 

M. de Montille tried to excuse this procedure on the score of the im- 
patience of the French Chamber to have a definite settlement at the earliest 
possible date. 

On two particular points, M. de Montille read to me some telegrams 
from his government which added a few details to what was contained in the 
note. 

1. As regards the treatment of the Christian minorities, a conversation 
had taken place between the Greek Minister at Paris? and Count Peretti 
(who replaces M. Berthelot at the Quai d’Orsay at present). Count Peretti 
had categorically denied the report which had appeared in the press that 
the French authorities in Cilicia had summoned the local Greeks to leave 
the country. What had happened was this: The French had arranged with 
Angora that Mons[ieur] Franklin Bouillon, assisted by three special agents, 
should, whilst the evacuation of the French troops was being effected, 
watch over the due application on the spot of the safeguards concerning the 
minorities which France had stipulated for in the agreement. These French 
agents would accordingly give all due protection to all non-Moslems in the 
evacuated district whether natives or Europeans. There was however, as 
regards the Greeks, the difficulty that their country was actually in a state 
of war with Angora, which entitled the nationalist gov[ernmen]t to treat their 
countrymen asenemies. In these circumstances, all that the French authorities 
could do was to afford the Greeks the means of safely leaving the country 
if they desired to do so, and this the French gov[ernmen]t had accordingly 
offered to do. 

2. The second point referred to was the alleged promise to supply arms 
and war material to the Kemalists. So far was this from being true that, on 
the contrary, M. Briand had sent an explicit telegraphic instruction to 

| 2 M. M. P. Metaxas. 
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General Gouraud enjoining him to see that no arms or ammunition were 
allowed to be left behind in the evacuated country which could either 
directly or indirectly find their way into the hands of the Kemalists. If 
any stores of clothing had to be abandoned such clothing must be shorn of 
all marks or special features which might give them the appearance of 
uniforms. 

E.A.C. 


No. 448 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received November 20, 8.30 a.m.) 


Unnumbered Telegraphic (E 12713/143/44] 


Private CONSTANTINOPLE, November 19, 1921, 3.25 p.m. 

My telegram No. 724.! 

I would like to emphasize two points. 

1. Unless matter is very urgent it would be desirable to defer approaching 
Nationalists until a settlement with Ireland has been reached.? This will 
place us in an infinitely stronger position in the eyes of the Nationalists. 

2. In my view there is no chance whatever of Nationalists accepting a 
procedure which would entail their placing themselves in our hands in 
order to receive a treaty from us. I think the utmost we can expect is that 
they may agree to come to a conference at which main lines of a treaty in 
substitution for Treaty of Sévres would be laid down. 

Should you (? nevertheless) decide to approach Nationalists now somewhat 
on lines of the proposal contained in my above mentioned telegram or on 
other lines, I might utilize as a messenger, Bekir Samy, who is reported to 
be arriving here immediately en route for Angora. 


t No. 442. 2 See No. 442, n. 4. 3 See No. 443. 


No. 449 


Minutes of a Meeting held at the Foreign Office between the Marquess Curzon 
of Kedleston and Greek Representatives 


[E 12734/143/44) 
NOVEMBER 19, 1921, 11.30 A.M. 


M. Gounaris began by enquiring what would be the future procedure in 
regard to the negotiations which had taken place. 

Lorp Curzon replied that at previous meetings' he had suggested that 
Greece should place her interests in the hands of the Powers. To this the 
Greek representatives—in his opinion, wisely—had agreed. Since then 
they had presented a memorandum.? He was not quite sure whether this 


' See Nos. 425, 427; 431. 2 See No. 430, n. 5. 
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did not imply an attempt to recede somewhat from their previous position. 
He would tell them in what respects this seemed to be the case :— 


1. He had told them at the previous meetings that, in the event of a con- 
ference with the Powers, he would be prepared to urge the solution pro- 
posed in Paris in June? respecting the future of the Smyrna zone; the exact 
extent of that zone had not been defined. The Greek representatives now 
appeared to claim that the future régime of the Smyrna zone should be 
widely extended north and north-east, indeed up to the Sea of Marmora. 
He wished to make it quite clear that the June proposals did not commit 
him to that. 

2. The new régime, whatever might be the extent of the zone, would 
apparently, as contemplated by the memorandum, be guaranteed by 
the presence of the Greek army. 

He could not accept such an undertaking. The Powers themselves 
must decide what instruments should be employed for the carrying out 
of their proposals. The Greek Government were, of course, entitled to 
express their views, but he could not commit himself to accept the 
principle that the Greek army should be used for this purpose. 

3. The memorandum suggested that the Greek army should be charged 
with the looking after of the interests of the Christian elements. 

This also must be left to the discretion of the Powers, and he could 
say nothing in advance on this point. 


M. Gounaris reverted to the question of the immediate procedure. 

Lorp Curzon replied that there had been a full discussion and the Greek 
representatives had agreed to place their interests in the hands of the Allies. 
The next step would be—in his view—to ascertain whether there was a 
corresponding willingness at Angora. The matter had not been rendered 
easier by the conclusion of the Franklin-Bouillon Agreement.4 On that 
subject His Majesty’s Government were in communication with the French 
Government,’ and he hoped that it might soon be possible for the Allies to 
make a serious effort to induce the Turks to agree to accept the same course 
as had already been agreed to by the Greeks. He could not say whether the 
Turks would so accept; there were signs that Angora was inclined to be 
intractable. He was, however, still hopeful. Something depended on the 
prospect of a winter offensive. If the Turks really contemplated one they 
might delay acceptance in order to see the result. If there was no offensive a 
conference might be hoped for during the winter. 

M. Gounaris replied that the Greek Government did not contemplate 
modifying their previous declaration, but they had thought it their duty to 
let His Majesty’s Government and the Allies know the important questions 
that would arise in connection with a settlement of Asia Minor. The Greek 
representatives had had to bear in mind the question of tangible guarantees 
to the Christian population which might be in real danger. The local 


3 See Vol. XV, Chap. V. 4 See No. 423, n. 2. 
5 See Nos. 432, 438, and 447. 
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Christian population had been encouraged to fight against the Turks and 
unless it was properly protected its position might become untenable, and 
it would be impossible for it to remain in any territory evacuated by the 
Greek army. He pointed to the analogy of Cilicia, where no Christians 
now dared to stay.6 The same thing might happen in Asia Minor. He had 
been bound to point this out, for there was a possibility of extermination. 

Lorp Curzon enquired what the Greek view was as to the likelihood of an 
offensive. 

M. Gounaris replied that accounts varied. According to one version the 
Turks were awaiting the arms and munitions promised by the French from 
Cilicia. 

Lorp Curzon interposed that the French Government denied that they 
were handing over any munitions.® 

M. Gounaris said that a telegram from Angora to Constantinople, inter- 
cepted by the Greek Headquarters, referred definitely to such an expectation, 
and 

M. Battazzis added that this was confirmed from other sources. 

The Greek representatives said that the Greek Headquarters rather 
expected an offensive and were quite prepared for it. 

Lorp Curzon took note with satisfaction of the Greek adherence to their 
previous declaration. 

M. Battazzis said that the memorandum had been communicated for 
information only. 

As to the procedure, M. Baltazzis said that the Greek representatives 
would, on their return, be compelled to tell the Greek Parliament what had 
taken place in London. They could say that they had placed their case in the 
hands of the Powers without reserve, but it would be necessary for them to go 
beyond that. 

Lorp Curzon replied that he did not think they would be obliged to say 
more. They had expressed their views very fully, and the matter now rested 
in the hands of the Powers. Neither he nor they could say yet exactly what 
could be done. But the next move was clearly with the Powers, to whom he 
would communicate what had taken place in London, and with whom he 
hoped that joint action would then be possible. 

M. BALTAzzis enquired whether he could say what steps would now be 
taken to summon a conference. 

Lorp Curzon replied that it was not possible to say so yet, nor was it 
necessary for them to attempt to tell the Greek Parliament the intentions of 
the Powers. 

M. Gounaris then referred to financial questions, in which, he said, 
difficulties were being made by the Treasury, as he believed, on political 
rather than on financial grounds. 

Lorp Curzon said that under the financial agreement come to with 
Greece on the roth February, 1918, it was provided that until the obligations 
held by the British, American and French Governments in respect of cash 

6 See No. 447. 
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advances under that agreement had been redeemed by the Hellenic Govern- 
ment, no fresh security can be given by that Government to cover a foreign 
loan without the prior assent of the Governments of the United States, 
France and Great Britain.7 

M. Gounaris said that he was not referring to this particular matter. 

Lorp Curzon replied that it was not quite clear precisely what point 
M. Gounaris desired to make, and he invited him to send an explanatory 
note. 

He also suggested that the Greek representatives should prepare for 
consideration a formula for use in explaining matters to the Greek Parlia- 
ment.® 


7 See No. 11, n. 4. 

8 According to Frangulis, who gives (vol. ii, pp. 319-20) the Greek record of the conver- 
sation, MM. Gounaris and Baltatzis saw Mr. Lloyd George shortly after the communication 
of the Greek Memorandum (see No. 430, n. 5) to His Majesty’s Government. No record of 
this meeting has been traced in the Foreign Office archives. 


No. 450 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Hardinge (Paris) and Mr. 
Kennard (Rome) 


No. 679 Telegraphic: by bag [E 12728/143]44| 


FOREIGN OFFICE, November 19, 1921, 7.30 p.m. 

My telegram No. 650/465 (of November 2nd;? conversations with Greek 
Ministers). 

I have now received promised Greek memorandum,} which is far from 
satisfactory since it appears‘ very materially to qualify their acceptance of my 
proposals. 

It asserts that any modification of the treaty régime for Smyrna must 
satisfy the basic principle of securing the non-Turkish elements against the 
dangers of Turkish domination. Security and prosperity of these elements 
depend on effectively guaranteed régime which should be extended to a 
large area north and north-east of the Smyrna zone where non-Turkish 


! No. 679 to Paris, No. 486 to Rome. 2 No. 430. 

3 See No. 430, n. 5. 

+ The Greek Memorandum was not, at first sight, clear to the Foreign Office and this 
telegram summarising it underwent considerable revision. In a minute to the Memorandum 
Lord Curzon had commented on November 12: ‘It is not very interesting. As an apology 
it is very feeble. As a tactical move most unwise—for the Greeks after placing themselves 
in our hands now demand (a) a largely-extended Smyrna zone (8) the retention for a time 
at least of Greek troops (c) adherence to the Treaty of Sévres.” Mr. Osborne minuted 
on November 18: ‘,.. M. Gounaris meant the special régime for the Smyrna zone discussed 
at Paris in June (autonomy under Turkish sovereignty, a Christian Governor, a mixed 
gendarmerie under Allied officers to replace Greek troops) although he appears to count on 
Greek troops remaining.’ 
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elements are preponderant. Principle that territory once detached from 
Turkey cannot be restored to Turkey requires reaffirmation. Integral 
liberation of Christian populations of Turkey is a process rendered inevitable 
by historical forces but still incomplete and it remains to the future to bring 
it to consummation. Régime to be set up in the Smyrna area must be 
guaranteed by the Greek army against attack. Extension of this area to the 
Marmara would assist in securing the status quo in Smyrna by facilitating 
rapid transfer of troops between European Greece and Asia Minor. But 
however wide be extension given to this area it is an imperative moral duty 
that measures be devised and imposed on Turkey for protection of minorities 
outside of it and Greece is ready to take on herself the military and other 
burdens necessary to make measures effective. Memorandum ends by assert- 
ing that Greek policy throughout has been actuated by spirit of moderation, 
as evidence of which there are enclosed copy of Greek note dated March 
12ths offering to accept proposals in respect of Smyrna with certain modifi- 
cations on condition that rest of treaty be maintained intact and also two 
statements purporting to set forth military considerations which rendered 
March and July offensives inevitable. A fourth enclosure consists of list of 
localities between Gulf of Adramytti and Meander Valley to which 126,000 
Greek refugees of 1914 and 1919 have been repatriated by the Greek 
Administration. 

Please inform Government to which you are accredited of the above 
and add that I shall take an early opportunity‘ of pointing out to M. Gounaris 
that these claims are hardly compatible with my proposals which I had 
understood he and his Government had accepted, that a clear and immediate 
explanation of their position seems essential. 

I will inform French and Italian Governments of developments. 

Repeated to Athens No. 317, and Constantinople No. 608. 


Ss The copy enclosed was dated March 10. In a minute of November 15, Mr. Osborne 
wrote: “The Secretary of State says that the Memorandum includes a demand for adherence 
to the Treaty of Sevres. But I think the demand for the maintenance of the other clauses of 
the treaty is included, not in the body of the Memorandum, but in the Greek Note of March 
10th which is adduced as evidence of Greek moderation in past negotiations. The Memo- 
randum says that this Note shows that the Greeks did not refuse the March proposals; as a 
matter of fact it appears to prove the contrary since it offers to accept the Smyrna proposals 
with certain modifications on condition that the other clauses be maintained, i.e. it definitely 
refuses to accept the other proposals. The Note is dated March roth and therefore presumably 
refers to the first lot of proposals not to those which were submitted to the Greeks and Turks 
on March rath.’ See Vol. XV, Nos. 52-9. 

6 Before this telegram was despatched Lord Curzon had already seen M. Gounaris 


(see No. 449). 
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No. 451 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Hardinge (Paris) and Mr. 
Kennard (Rome) 


No. 682' Telegraphic: by bag [E 13179/1/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, November 21, 1921, 7.30 p.m. 


My telegram No. 679/486 of November 1oth.? Conversations with Greek 
ministers. 

At interview on November 1gth3 I expressed surprise at terms of Greek 
memorandum which showed apparent tendency to retreat from or qualify 
their previous acceptance of placing Greek interests in hands of Powers. I 
accordingly asked for explanations. 

The Greek representatives explained that they had no thought of receding 
from their previous position. The memorandum had been put in for infor- 
mation only. They had felt it their duty to indicate dangers that might 
threaten Christian population in Western Asia Minor unless safeguards 
were provided and means by which in Greek opinion those dangers might 
best be met. This did not however affect their previous acceptance. 

Interview may therefore be considered satisfactory. 

Repeated to Athens No. 318, and Constantinople No. 610. 


t No. 682 to Paris, No. 487 to Rome. 2 No. 450. 3 See No. 449. 
No. 452 
Record by Sir E. Crowe of a conversation with the French Chargé d’ Affaires 
[E 13046/143/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, November 21, 1921 


The French Chargé d’Affaires spoke to me today on the subject of the 
prospects of a general settlement with the Turks. He was anxious to learn 
what impression had been created here by the French note explaining the 
French agreement with Angora! and he expressed much disappointment 
when I told him that the note did not appear really to meet the difficulties 
in the situation created by the isolated proceedings of the French govern- 
ment to which Lord Curzon’s note of November 5? had called attention. I 
declined however to express any opinion as to the views of H.M.G. regarding 
the French note, before the Cabinet had occasion to consider it in detail. 
I could only say that Lord Curzon continued to regard the situation as one 
causing grave anxiety. 

M. de Montille then asked whether we had in mind any particular 
proceedure to be followed in endeavouring to come to an understanding with 
Angora on the general question of final peace between Turkey and the allies. 


t See No. 447, n. 1. 2 See No. 432, n. 7. 
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I told him that no doubt this would be considered in consultation with 
Paris [and] Rome. 

This brought M. de Montille to what was apparently the main object of 
his call. He read to me a telegram received by his government from General 
Pellé, reporting, in words of great alarm, that Sir H. Rumbold had 
recently had an interview with Izzet Pasha, in the course of which he 
expressed the hope that the Angora government might be induced no longer 
to insist on the whole of their programme as embodied in the ‘National Pact’ 
of 1920.3 Sir H. Rumbold gave it to be understood that the British govern- 
ment were quite ready to accept the general outline and main features of 
the National Pact, but declared that if Angora was to insist, as a condition 
of the mediation of the Allied Powers, on the restoration to Turkey of Thrace, 
and the total disappearance of Greek authority from Smynra it would be 
impossible to arrive at a settlement. 

The Italian High Commissioner followed this up by making a similar 
communication to Izzet Pasha on the following day. Izzet had so informed 
General Pellé. The latter therefore concluded that he was faced with a 
deliberate decision on the part of Great Britain and Italy to go behind the 
back of France in starting the negotiation ofa general settlement with Angora. 

M. de Montille was accordingly instructed to enquire what was the exact 
significance of Sir H. Rumbold’s action. 

I said I would for the moment refrain from taking up the point, which 
naturally obtruded itself on my view, that the French government should 
have chosen the very moment when, on their own confession, they had 
taken isolated action at Angora of a most far-reaching, not to say compro- 
mising, kind to make representations to us, smacking of the nature of a 
protest, against any alleged isolated action of a clearly much less embarrassing 
kind on the part of H.M.G. I would not now pursue this line of thought, 
as, so far as H.M.G. were concerned, we remained firmly of opinion that the 
situation in the Near East essentially demanded the unambiguously united 
action and loyal and unreserved cooperation between the 3 allied Powers, 
and were certainly doing nothing to the contrary. 

I said I was quite unaware of Sir H. Rumbold having used any such 
language to Izzet Pasha as was alleged by General Pellé. He did see him 
lately, but the report furnished in his telegram to us,‘ giving an account of the 
interview did not, so far as I could recollect, at all bear out General Pellé’s 
statement nor could I for the moment remember the exact circumstances in 
which the interview took place. 

But of this I could assure M. de Montille at once: that whatever view we 
took of the recent proceedings of the French government in concluding 
their agreement with Angora, there was in the mind of H.M.G. no thought 
whatever of starting, on their part, a negotiation for a general settlement 
with Kemal otherwise than in consultation with their Allies. 

M. de Montille was anxious to make it clear that he himself did not 
endorse the views and apprehensions expressed by General Pellé; he merely 


3 See No. 13, n. 6. 4 See No. 442. See also, No. 453, below. 
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desired to nip in the bud any possible further misunderstandings in a question 
which he felt confident we all were determined to approach in the spirit 


of close cooperation and understanding.5 
E.A.C. 


S Sir E. Crowe added: ‘I now attach copies of Sir H. Rumbold’s telegram No. 724 of Nov. 12 
[No. 442], and of the ‘‘National Pact”.’ Lord Curzon commented on November 21: ‘I 
can hardly believe that Sir H. Rumbold spoke in the sense alleged.’ 


No. 453 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received November 23, 11.10 a.m.) 


No. 740 Telegraphic [E 12878/143/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, November 22, 1921, 7 p.m. 

My telegram No. 724.! 

Minister for Foreign Affairs communicated to me yesterday evening 
translation of a telegram from Angora government. Though he stated that 
this telegram had reached him through an intermediary, I suspect that it 
was addressed to himself. 

Telegram is as follows: 

‘Invitation addressed to us last March? had no other result than to gain 
time for Greek army. If once again we go to a conference without any con- 
ditions it will probably lead to the same result. If, therefore, England and 
Greece are really animated as we are by a sincere desire to bring about 
peace, the evacuation of Anatolia and of Thrace can alone constitute evident 
and convincing proof of this for grand national assembly and for Turkish 
public opinion. 

‘Statement of British high commission to the effect that negotiations would 
take place on the basis of national pact? shows that it is intended to make 
modifications in that instrument. 

‘We are convinced that there will be no practical utility in entering on 
negotiations before being assured in some manner with regard to intentions 
of British Government. 

‘If serious and firm proposals are made to you, please communicate them 
to us.’ 

I at once took exception to the statement alleged to have been made by 
British high commission, with regard to national pact as a basis for negotia- 
tions, and pointed out that neither Mr. Ryan nor I had ever said anything 
of the sort. Minister for Foreign Affairs admitted that he had probably 


1 No. 442. 

2 The invitation had been made before the end of January. See No. 30. 

3 Mr. Osborne minuted on November 23: “The misinterpretation of his [Sir H. Rumbold’s] 
words [see No. 442] may have been an intentional one with the object of somewhat commit- 
ting us to the National Pact.’ 
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conveyed an incorrect impression to Angora Government and asked me to 
delete this paragraph from the telegram. 

I repeated the substance of conversations which Mr. Ryan and I had 
with him, as reported in my telegram under reference, and reminded him 
that he had himself volunteered to sound Angora government as to the 
likelihood of their being willing to embark on a fresh exchange of views. 
He replied that he had sounded them on the basis of our conversations. He 
considered that their telegram was evasive but not unconciliatory. He did 
not interpret the telegram as indicating that evacuation of Anatolia and 
Thrace must be a preliminary condition to holding of a conference. 

I told Minister for Foreign Affairs that I did not consider that telegram 
from Angora offered much prospect of a settlement as it did not seem to take 
into account realities of the situation. A deadlock had been reached in 
Greco-Turk conflict and if a settlement was to be reached there would have 
to be give and take. Angora government show (? some)‘ sign that they 
appreciate this necessity. 

In the course of conversation which ensued, I reminded Minister for 
Foreign Affairs that he had told me some time ago that Nationalists would 
not expect to stand strictly by national pact as regards Thrace.’ He answered 
that he had meant that Nationalists would not expect to recover western 
Thrace but that they must have eastern Thrace including Adrianople. He 
thought that Maritza would be best frontier on the west. 

We have now obtained a preliminary expression of opinion from Angora 
government without in any way approaching them officially or directly. 
Their telegram is anything but encouraging. I read it to mean that they 
will take their stand on national pact and that they will make evacuation 
of Anatolia and eastern Thrace a condition of entering into any conference 
or of accepting intervention. Telegram from Angora practically answers 
(? question) suggested in my telegram under reference, and I now see no 
useful purpose in approaching Angora government in manner and sense 
indicated. 

4 The word no was suggested in the Foreign Office. 


5 In a conversation of September 29, which Sir H. Rumbold reported in his telegram 
No. 638 of September 30, not printed. See, however, No. 396. 


No. 454 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received November 28) 


No. 1061 [E 13062/116/58] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, November 22, 1921 
My Lord, 
I have the honour to transmit herewith, in case your Lordship should not 


have received it from other sources, a translation of the agreement concluded 
between the Angora Government and the three Caucasian Republics at 
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Kars on the 13th October,' as published in the Tiflis paper ‘Pravda Gruzii’ 
of the 21st October. 

2. The project of a conference to regulate the position as between the 
Caucasian States and Nationalist Turkey had been under discussion for a 
considerable time before it actually assembled at Kars towards the end of 
September. Once the establishment of Communist power in Georgia had 
completed the Sovietisation of the Caucasus, it was natural that steps should 
be taken to regulate various outstanding questions, such as the status of 
Batoum and Kars, and the precise position which Armenia was to occupy 
between hammer and anvil. An agreement with the ‘independent’ Soviet 
republics of the Caucasus was regarded as a suitable complement to the 
Russo-Turkish Agreement of last March.? 

3. All the parties concerned are said to have staved off the actual meeting 
of the projected conference in order to see how the Kemalists would fare in 
their struggle with the Greeks. By the time it assembled, Moscow had put 
the final touch to the new system in the Cuacasus by centralising all real 
authority in the hands of Kavbureau, an organisation which, directed by 
Russian Communists and their creatures, had been set up at Tiflis to exercise 
powers equivalent to those of the Viceroy of the Caucasus under the Tsarist 
régime. On the other hand, the Kemalists had had sufficient success in 
their campaign against the Greeks to take up a stronger attitude than might 
have been possible two or three months earlier. 

4. The conference was composed of delegates of the three Caucasus 
Governments, which still technically rule Azerbaijan, Armenia and Georgia, 
a representative of the Moscow Government, and a Turkish delegation, 
headed by Kiazim Karabekir Pasha, the Commander-in-chief of the 
North-Eastern army, and including among its members Mukhtar Bey, 
who, it will be remembered, has more than once been Acting Minister for 
Foreign Affairs at Angora. The Turks appear to have played the dominant 
role and to have practically dictated the treaty. They made no new sacrifice, 
for they had already agreed in previous instruments to waive their claim to 
Batoum.* They secured a reaffirmation of the conditions that the Batoum 
Province should be made autonomous, and that Turkey should have a very 
privileged position in the port. They obtained a categorical recognition of 
their right to Kars, from which place the Russians were most anxious at the 
end of last year to evict them, and they avoided making any concession to 
the Armenians even on subsidiary questions. 

5. Nothing is more remarkable than the accommodating and even 
subservient attitude of the Russians in the whole business. It is a fresh proof 
of the value which they attach to the Kemalist alliance. There is no reason 
to suppose that Moscow and Angora regard each other with anything but 


1 Not printed. For the text of this agreement, see B.F.S.P., vol. 120, pp. go6—13. 

2 On developments in Transcaucasia between February 1920 and April 1921, see Vol. XII, 
Chap. IV. 

3 For an English text of this Treaty of March 16, 1921, see B.F.S.P., vol. 118, pp. 990-6. 

4 See Vol. XII, p. 676. 
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profound mistrust, but there is equally no reason to think that a rupture 
between them can be counted on before they have settled their respective scores 
with the Western Powers. The Turks have consolidated their immediate 
position, and this is doubtless one of the reasons which encourages them to 
hope more strongly than ever to impose the National Pact’ on Europe, and 
to realise ultimately their dream of an Islamic federation under Turkish 
hegomony. The Russians doubtless feel that it is worth a good deal of 
temporary sacrifice to see the Western Powers embarrassed by an intract- 
able Angora, and that ultimately they will be able themselves to prick the 
Turkish bubble and take their own back again. In the meanwhile they have 
kept Batoum out of the clutches of Turkey, though it has been necessary to 
give the Turks special privileges and to provide for the administration of the 
provinces on lines which will enable the Moslem Adjars to make themselves 
felt. 

6. Effect has already been given to the clauses regarding Batoum by the 
creation of an autonomous Soviet Republic of Adjaria. It appears to be 
recognised that it forms part of Georgia. I indeed notice in a Samsoun paper 
of the 13th November a statement that the Angora Government ‘have made 
representations to the Government of Adjaria’ with a view to the expulsion of 
Enver and his associates, who were reported to be at Batoum, but the same 
paper prints the text of a document defining the Turkish privileges in respect 
of the port of Batoum as having been handed to the Angora Government by 
the Georgian mission. I will forward a translation of this latter document by 
the next King’s messenger.® 

7. The Anatolian papers announce the appointment by the Grand 
National Assembly of Mukhtar Bey as their diplomatic representative at 
Tiflis. Independently of this it is also announced that the further conference 
at Tiflis, which is contemplated in article 18 of the Treaty of Kars, will 
assemble in the very near future. 


I have, &c., 
Horace RUMBOLD 
5 See No. 13, n. 6. 6 In his despatch No. 1082 of November 29, not printed. 
No. 455 


Lord Hardinge to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston (Received November 23) 
No. 3239 [E 12847/800/44| 
PARIS, November 22, 1921 


I have the honour to transmit to you herewith a copy of the reply’ which 
I have to-day received from the French Government to the enquiry which 
I addressed to them on the receipt of your Lordship’s telegram No. 675 of 


! Of November 21, not printed. 
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the 17th November? in regard to the protection of the Christian population 
in Cilicia after the withdrawal of the French troops. 

M. Bonnevay states that British subjects in Cilicia will be in the same 
position as French citizens, and that the French Government are no more 
responsible for their safety than they are for the safety of such persons in 
other parts of Turkey. As for the Christian minorities, his Excellency repeats 
the familiar contention that the guarantees afforded them by the Angora 
Agreement are entirely adequate for their protection. He adds, however, 
an assurance that the French Government will do all in its power to ensure 
the maintenance of peace in Cilicia so long as its efforts are not counteracted 
by mischievous intervention from elsewhere. 

The tone of the note is, as your Lordship will observe, of a somewhat 
acid character. 

I have, &c., 
HARDINGE OF PENSHURST 


2 This ran: ‘It is essential that His Majesty’s Government should have as full information 
as possible regarding situation of population after withdrawal of French troops and also 
regarding arrangements French Government may have made or may be contemplating to 
safeguard Armenians and others.’ 


No. 456 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 617! Telegraphic [E 12900]143/44] 


Private FOREIGN OFFICE, November 23, 1921 


At a meeting of Cabinet yesterday it was decided, after clearing away 
dispute with France arising out of her unfortunate proceedings at Angora, to 
resume interallied action by proposing to France and Italy issue of an early 
invitation to Turks, including of course Angora Turks, to a conference for 
the settlement of the affairs of the East. It was contemplated that this 
Conference might be held in Constantinople early in new year. 

It was not proposed to attach any conditions to the invitation, nor to ask 
the Turks to place themselves, as the Greeks have done, in hands of allies. 

While we have been preparing the necessary despatches your telegram 
No. 740? has come with its somewhat disquieting news. We do not want to 
issue an invitation merely to find it refused, or impracticable conditions 
attached to its acceptance. Nor again is it worth while to hold an inter- 
allied Conference if it is to break down in limine because of attitude of one 
the parties. 

I should like your opinion as to the extent to which, if at all, our proposed 
action should be modified by your latest information. 


1 The draft only of this telegram is preserved in the Foreign Office archives. 
2 No. 453. 
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No. 457 


Mr, Kennard (Rome) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received November 25, 11 a.m.) 


No. 484 Telegraphic [E 12964/1/44] 


ROME, November 24, 1921, 9.10 p.m. 

My telegram No. 470.! 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs inform me that negotiations between Signor 
Tuozzi and Kemalist government? have completely broken down as latter 
insist on his signing an agreement similar to French one before they will con- 
sider settlement of outstanding questions connected with Adalia etc. Minister 
for Foreign Affairs has under these circumstances authorised Signor Tuozzi 
to leave Angora whenever he feels that his position there is no longer tenable, 
and it is probable that he will shortly do so though Italian government are 
anxious to preserve some contact with Angora as long as possible. 

Bekir Sami} leaves here for Angora tomorrow and I understand position 
of Kemalist delegation here (? is) difficult owing to lack of funds and fact 
that Italian government no longer view them with favour in view of their 
lack of influence with Angora. 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs have impression that Kemalist government is 
in unstable position and is only kept alive by Greek menace.‘ 


t Of November 15, not printed. 

2 See No. 445. 

3 See No. 443. 

¢ Lord Curzon replied in his telegram No. 494 of November 27: ‘Please assure Minister 
for Foreign Affairs that I cordially appreciate sincerity and loyalty of his attitude, and that 
continued co-operation of our governments may, I hope, go far to redeem errors that have 
been made elsewhere.’ 


No. 458 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewved November 26, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 750 Telegraphic [E 12975/143/44] 
Private. Very urgent CONSTANTINOPLE, November 25, 1921, 10 p.m. 


Your private letter [sic] of November 23rd.! 

I fear no course of action is very likely to bring about definite settle- 
ment with Nationalists on terms acceptable to us so long as they remain in 
present frame of mind.2 We cannot, however, afford to leave any stone 
unturned. 

In view of your natural unwillingness to meet with rebuff at the outset, 

' The reference is to a private telegram of that date, i.e. No. 456. 

2 General Harington, who had seen this telegram, telegraphed (No. 1300) on the same 


day to the War Office: ‘On present evidence I do not agree with this as I think ground could 
be explored further.’ 
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it is for consideration whether, once dispute with French is cleared away, we 
might not do well to put to them that they are now in such relations with 
Angora that it is for them to pave the way for new conference. They have 
declared in various ways, that their agreement does not constitute settle- 
ment between France and Turkey as a whole. It would therefore be natural 
for them to make the first approach to Angora on behalf of the allies and if 
Angora is irreconcilable to the idea of any conference unless allies agree 
beforehand to accept national pact or immediate evacuation of Asia Minor 
or both, French would sustain main shock (? now). 

Subject to this I see no reason for suggested modification in the course 
decided on by cabinet, but I consider allied position would be strengthened 
if any invitation to new conference were postponed until Italians have 
actually withdrawn their delegate from Angora (see my telegram No. 748)3 
and made it clear that while averse from complete rupture with Angora 
government attitude of latter makes it impossible for Italian government to 
continue separate discussions. Collective invitation from allies to attend 
conference without prejudice would be more difficult for Angora to refuse 
than if His Majesty’s government took the initiative. Probability is (though 
there can be no sort of certainty) that they would agree to conference but 
would prove intractable during its sittings. Proposal to hold conference at 
Constantinople has undoubted advantages. Angora would find it difficult 
to take exception to this especially if allied statesmen intimate intention of 
coming here in person and it might enable central government and possibly 
sultan to play greater part than they have been able to do for considerable 
time past. 


3 Of November 24, not printed. In this telegram Sir H. Rumbold reported that the 
Italian High Commissioner had stated that ‘he had suggested to his government that Signor 
Tuozzi should inform Angora government that they had raised a question [an Italian- 
Nationalist agreement, including recognition of the Nationalist Pact] which he was not 
competent to discuss and that he must return to Constantinople and even to Rome to report 
to Italian High Commissioner here and to Italian government’. Cf. No. 457. 


No. 459 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received November 30, 9.30 a.m.) 


No. 762 Telegraphic (E 13176/143/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, November 29, 1921, 5 p.m. 


My colleagues discussed political situation with me yesterday as also the 
prospect of putting an end to the war in Anatolia. They both said that their 
reports showed that Kemalists were in a (? stubborn) frame of mind. They 
inferred therefore that the present would be a bad moment to approach 
Angora government. 
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I did not (? purposely) allude to action contemplated by His Majesty’s 
Government.' I am in hopes that statements made by Italian High Com- 
missioner with reference to Italian negotiations (see my telegram No. 759 
of yesterday)? coupled with semi-official communiqué which I have thought 
it necessary to issue here denying despatch by us of a semi-official mission to 
Angora? may have the effect of showing Nationalists that they cannot still 
further divide the allies. 

Text of this communiqué goes by bag tomorrow.‘ 


1 See No. 456. 

2 Not printed. This reported a published statement of the Italian High Commissioner to 
the effect that as Italy ‘is not affected like France by question of Syria and Silesia [? Cilicia] 
she has no need to conclude either a treaty or convention with Angora’. 

3 Cf. No. 466, below. 

+ Constantinople despatch No. 1083 of November 29, not printed. 


No. 460 


Sir R. Graham' to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
No. 943 (E 13335/1/44] 


ROME, November 29, 1921 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to report that, in accordance with Your Lordship’s 
instructions? I conveyed the substance of Lord Hardinge’s telegram, No. 865 
of November 14th,3 with reference to the mandate alleged to have been 
given to the French Government for the organisation of the gendarmerie in 
Turkey, by Note Verbale* to the Italian Ministry for Foreign Affairs. The 
latter now inform me that the contents of my Note Verbale have been 
communicated confidentially to the Italian Ambassadors at Paris and 
Constantinople, to whom instructions have been sent to give their attention 
to this important question and to keep the Italian Ministry for Foreign 
Affairs informed of the developments. 

I have, &c., 
R. GRAHAM 


t Sir R. Graham had taken up his appointment as H.M. Ambassador at Rome in succession 
to Sir G. Buchanan on November 25. 

2 These were contained in Foreign Office telegram No. 482 of November 14, not printed. 

3 In this telegram Lord Hardinge had reported that, acting on instructions in Lord 
Curzon’s telegram No. 663 of November 9 (No. 438), he had handed to the French Foreign 
Ministry a Note (see No. 438, n. 8). 

4 Not printed. 
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No. 461 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 629 Telegraphic [E 12956/143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, November 30, 1921, 4 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 749 (of 24th November:' deportation of Greeks by 
Angora government). 

In view of this action by Angora government do you consider that the 
time has now arrived for a joint protest on the part of you and your allied 
colleagues to Angora? If so you are authorized to act accordingly and I am 
content to leave the matter to your discretion. In such an event it should 
not be difficult to secure co-operation of the American high commissioner. 


t Not printed. This stated: ‘I am informed confidentially that American relief workers, 
who left Sivas a fortnight ago, report that deportations of Greeks by Angora government 
continue on a very large scale.’ 


No. 462 


Letter from Mr. Vansittart to Singor Taliani' 
[E 13385 /143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, November 30, 1921 


I have shown to the Secretary of State your letter of the 28th? in which you 
were so good as to enclose a summary of a telegram from the Marquis [della] 
Torretta, dated the 26th,? about the situation in the Near East and Lord 
Curzon desires me to send you the following reply regarding the two principal 
points raised. 

In the first place we have never contemplated that any conference should 
be held at Constantinople at so early a date as to ‘exclude a previous allied 
understanding’. On the contrary we share the view expressed by the Marquis 
[della] Torretta—and have always done so—that it is an essential preliminary 
condition of any conference that the allies should be able to present at it a 
united front. 

As regards the Tripartite Agreement,? His Majesty’s Government have 
no thought of departing in any way from the undertakings into which they 
have entered. As you know all that was suggested in Paris this summer* 
was that the Italian Government itself might be well advised to find a form, 
which, while enabling it in fact to retain the substance of the agreement, 
would be more likely to prove acceptable to the Turks. 


t Chargé d’Affaires in the Italian Embassy in London. 
2 Not printed. 3 See No. 17, n. 4. 4 See Vol. XV, pp. 591-2. 
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No. 463 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Hardinge (Parts) and 
Sir R. Graham (Rome) 


No. 697! Telegraphic: by bag [E 13136/143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, December 1, 1921, 3.15 p.m. 


My telegram No. 585/My despatch No. 857 (of October 14th:? Greek right 
of search). 

Please inform government to .vhich you are accredited that His Majesty’s 
Government have received from the Greek government a further protest? 
against the continued exemption of allied vessels from visit and search. 

His Majesty’s Government sincerely regret the necessity of taking action 
which is not supported by their allies but they can discover no valid reason or 
justification for denying to the Greek government the exercise of a belli- 
gerent right to which they are clearly entitled under international law. 

The government to which you are accredited having returned no reply 
to the last communication addressed to them on the subject and being 
apparently unable to reconcile their view with that of His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment, the latter now find themselves compelled to reply to the Greek govern- 
ment to the effect that as far as British vessels are concerned they recognize 
the Greek right of search. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 630 and Athens No. 324. 

t No. 697 to Paris, No. 499 to Rome. 2 No. 409. 

3 For the first protest, see No. 409, n. 5. This further protest was made in M. Rizo- 
Rangabé’s letter No. 4765/St/2: of November 28, not printed. 

4 In his telegram No. 507 of December 14, not printed, Sir R. Graham reported the Italian 
Minister of Foreign Affairs as saying that the Italian Government could not ‘recede from 
position set forth in their note of October 4 (see No. 403). In his despatch, No. 3564 of 
December 22, not printed, Lord Hardinge transmitted to the Foreign Office the French 


reply of December 22, which was a refusal to recognize the right of the Greeks to search 
French vessels. 


No. 464 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received December 2, 10.15 a.m.) 


No. 766 Telegraphic [E 13212/143/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, December 1, 1921, 9.30 p.m. 


Following is a summary of reply dated Angora November 17th from 
Youssouf Kemal to joint telegram of Allied high commissioners of October 
2ist.! 


t Not printed. In his telegram No. 692 of October 22, Sir H. Rumbold had reported: 
‘Allied High Commissioners yesterday sent a vigorous identic telegram to Mustapha Kemal 
insisting on the cessation of excesses against Christians in Pontine region and demanding an 
immediate enquiry into incidents there.’ 
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After thanking us for intervention with Greek Government? with regard 
to excesses of Greek troops he protests against comparison between Greek 
massacres and devastations and legal and impartial sentences on Turkish 
subjects in Samsoun region, who plotted the dismemberment of Turkey and 
have worked for years to detach the Black Sea littoral and adjoining region 
as a separate Greek State, Pontus, arming and equipping bands and organiz- 
ing secret tribunals and recruiting offices. 

He claims that court martial punished guilty and prevented a more 
extensive rising, real object of which would have been to draw Turkish 
forces from the western front. 

He protests against accusation of inhumanity contained in our telegram, 
declares that Angora government have not failed to punish all officials who 
exceeded instructions or failed in duty in repression of revolt. 

He insists on atrocities of Greek troops during the evacuation which have 
left 100,000 inhabitants homeless and destitute adding that Turkish public 
well knowing that Entente powers provoked Greek invasion wonders at 
the calmness they show in face of Greek crimes. He concludes by saying 
that it is indispensable to treat Christians and Moslems alike and that 
calmness shown by great powers is all the more inexplicable seeing that 
Greeks by their devastations make it impossible for Turkey, after peace is 
concluded, to pay interest and sinking fund on her share of Ottoman debt and 
Angora national assembly to contemplate linking of question of debt with 
that of reconstitution of devastated region. 


2 See No. 286. 


No. 465 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Hardtnge (Parts) 
No. 3189 [E 13252/143/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, December 1, 1921 
My Lord, 

The French Ambassador called upon me at his own desire this afternoon 
upon his return from France. He explained that he was returning in a few 
days in order to see M. Briand, and wanted to be familiar with the latest 
aspect of the situation before speaking to his own chief. 

He began by a reference to the note! which I had recently sent to the 
French Government in reply to their defence of the Angora Agreement. 
Speaking for himself, and in an unofficial capacity, he told me that he 
thought this note was irreproachable—“‘parfait’ was the word he used; that 
its tone and manner were exemplary and, moreover, that the juridical 
position which I had taken up in it was sound. But he begged me to not 
regard this as an official expression of opinion or to make official use of it 
in my communications with Paris. 


t Of November 25. See No. 432, n. 7. 
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I thanked him for his compliments, which were evidently intended to 
smooth away the disagreeable impression which the attitude of his Govern- 
ment had produced, but said no more on that point. 

He then asked me whether it was true that the later communications with 
M. Gounaris had involved any serious modification of or departure from the 
position which he had taken up in his earlier interviews with me, reports of 
which he had seen in Paris. 

I told him that the Greek Ministers had given me categorical assurances 
on this point; that the memorandum? which they had submitted, and which 
I believed that I had already passed on to Paris, contained an expression 
of the Greek point of view, which they were quite entitled to put forward, 
but they had assured me that it implied no qualification of their previous 
declaration that they were prepared, in the event of a conference, to place 
their case in the hands of the Powers. 

The Ambassador then went on to ask me what was my view of the course of 
procedure that should now be followed. 

I replied that he was aware of my official despatches; that in my view the 
sole condition of re-establishing peace in the Near and Middle East was the 
absolute and unquestioning and unqualified agreement of the three Great 
Powers, France, Italy and ourselves, and that, unless that were attained, I 
saw no chance of escaping from the tangle in which we had all become 
involved. I said he would have noticed that, in the concluding words of 
my last note! to the French Government, I had contemplated addressing to 
them a further communication. In this communication I had proposed, on 
behalf of the British Government, to suggest the summoning of a conference 
—the locality of which would be determined hereafter—to which the Great 
Powers would again summon Turkey and Greece, with a view to putting 
before them the terms of the final settlement. But I realised the dangers of 
summoning such a conference unless certain prior conditions were fulfilled. 
A conference summoned without them might fail in one of several ways; 
either the Angora Turks might decline to come or they might lay down 
impossible conditions before they came, or, having come, they might break 
up the conference by insisting upon such conditions in the early stages. 
Any one of these situations would result in an abortive conference and a 
rebuff to the Powers. It was, therefore, in my view, an essential preliminary 
condition that the Powers themselves—by which I meant France, Italy and 
Great Britain—should come to a firm and absolute agreement as to the 
course which they would pursue before such a conference were convened. No 
such agreement had hitherto been attained. When I was in Paris last June 
the Italian Government had only been represented by their Ambassador 
there, and, in the absence of his Foreign Minister, he could not pledge his 
Government.* We had arrived at a certain amount of agreement about 
Smyrna, but when we came to Thrace we had not been able to attain a 
similar accord. The agreement that was now indispensable must cover the 
whole ground, and must not admit either of evasion or of doubt. It would 

2 See No. 430, n. 5. 3 See No. 449. 4 See Vol. XV, pp. 595-6. 
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be fatal to summon a conference and then bring about its failure by our own 
want of unanimity. The kind of agreement which I had in view must, I 
thought, cover the following points:— 


. Smyrna. 

. Asia Minor in general. 
. Constantinople. 

. Straits. 

5. Financial provisions. 
6. Thrace. 


The Ambassador asked me if I thought that an inter-Allied agreement on 
these points was possible. 

I answered that, provided goodwill was shown, I did not see any reason to 
the contrary, and that I thought it quite possible to formulate proposals as a 
basis for discussions which might lead to an agreement on all these points. 

His Excellency expressed his most cordial concurrence with my mode of 
procedure, which entirely coincided with his own views and, he believed, 
with those of his own Government, and he asked whether the discussion 
which I had suggested was meant by me to mean a meeting of the Supreme 
Council or a more private and friendly conference of the representatives of 
the three Great Powers. 

I replied, unhesitatingly, the latter. I doubted if this matter would ever be 
settled at a meeting of the Supreme Council, with all the attendant dis- 
advantages and publicity. I thought that the best way to settle the matter 
would be for the Foreign Ministers of the three Powers to meet together— 
much on the same lines as the meeting in Paris last June—to thrash out, 
point by point, the various subjects that I had raised, and not to separate 
until they had arrived at an agreement upon all of them. When this had 
been done, it would then be possible to summon the belligerent parties to a 
conference, but, I thought, upon this condition—that the terms which had 
been agreed upon would have to be laid down and enforced. I did not 
suggest that all discussion would be ruled out, but broadly speaking, the 
Powers could not afford to place themselves again in the position which had 
arisen in London in March last,5 and they would have to state their terms 
not merely as those upon which they had agreed, but as terms which they 
were prepared to enforce, and the responsibility for rejecting which, with all 
its serious consequences, would lie upon the party or parties which might 
refuse them. 

Count de Saint-Aulaire recognised the justice of these views, which he 
thought corresponded exactly to the requirements of the case. 

He then passed on to say something about the speech‘ which I had delivered 
a few days ago in the City of London, and which had excited a certain 
amount of attention in his country. 


Hm OF NO mm 


5 See Vol. XV, Chap. IT. 
6 The speech was made at a luncheon given by the United Wards Club in the City of 
London on November 24. See The Times, November 25, p. 5. 
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He told me he had personally or officially no complaint to make about 
this speech; but there were passages in it, as reported to Paris, which seemed 
to call for some elucidation. 

I said that, although I was not in the habit of preparing the text of my 
speeches, there was nothing in my observations, as recorded in the “Daily 
Telegraph,’ which seemed to me the most accurate report, which did not 
faithfully represent my views, and, as I believed, those of my colleagues, or 
which I was prepared to withdraw. 

His Excellency hastily assured me that he contemplated no such suggestion, 
and that he himself had realised when he had read the speech in full that it 
was far from bearing the interpretation which had been attached to it by 
the quotation of certain passages detached from their context, which had been 
sent on the wires to Paris. There was one point, however, in which he did 
not clearly follow my argument. What was the meaning of my observation 
about disarmament? And what was the correlation between naval dis- 
armament and military disarmament? He did not himself see the con- 
nection between the two, and thought that his countrymen shared his view. 

I replied that if he would look at the passage” to which he referred he 
would find that I had made no specific reference to France at all, and that 
my remarks were of a general character; but that if France chose to fit the 
cap on her own head, the responsibility must lie on her own shoulders. 

I further said that from the point of view of my country I considered that 
there was the closest connection between the two factors, to which I had 
referred, and I explained it in this way:— 

In response to the invitation? which had been issued by the American 
Secretary of State, the British Government had at once and unhesitatingly 
agreed to a very large reduction in that which, in the particular circum- 
stances of our Empire, was our main, and indeed almost our sole, weapon 
of defence. Meanwhile, it was a matter of common knowledge that our army 
had been reduced to a point where it could not be regarded as a menace by 
anyone, and was hardly sufficient for the defence in times of peace of the 
Empire. In these circumstances it was a matter of most vital consideration 
to us if we found that, while we had rendered ourselves relatively powerless 
in both these respects, we were nevertheless expected to contemplate a 
situation in which the continent of Europe would remain a great armed camp 
—and I was not alluding to the armies of France only, but to those of Italy, 
Russia, Poland, Czechoslovakia and possibly, if the French argument were 
sound, of Germany also—and in which, further, no limitation was to be 
placed either upon the construction of submarines, on the nominal plea that 


7 The passage referred to, which suggested certain conditions for disarmament, ran in part 
as follows: ‘It is no use reducing our armaments at sea if we are still to contemplate the piling 
up of vast armaments on land. The second point is that the example must not be set by one 
nation only, or even by two or three; it must be followed in proportion to their position by all. 
The third condition is that . . . if we are willing to reduce our naval protection let no other 
power be allowed to build up any other engine of attack . .. which might render our sacrifice 
nugatory....’ See The Times, November 25, p. 5. 

8 See Vol. XIV, No. 417, n. 5. 9 Mr. C. E. Hughes. 
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they were wanted for purposes of coastal defence, or of air machines, which 
had developed into one of the most powerful instruments of offensive warfare. 
I said therefore that the question of all these instruments of war and their 
multiplication was a matter of profound concern to us, and their relation to 
the naval aspect of the case was one which no Englishman could afford to 
ignore. 

His Excellency thanked me for my explanation on these points, which he 
did not officially dispute, and as to which he repeated that the apprehensions 
which had prevailed in his own country arose from imperfect or condensed 
reports. 

Reverting again to the situation in the Near East, I said that without 
desiring to repeat what I had said in my two notes!° about the Angora 
Agreement, I could not conceal from him—and he must by now be well 
aware himself—that the agreement had caused the most profound surprise 
and disappointment in this country; and that whilst it was not for me to 
make any suggestion to the French Government as to what they should do 
in the matter, I thought it would be very surprising if M. Briand, in his reply, 
did not make some gesture in regard to this unfortunate pact, and thus give 
some relief to the feelings to which I had referred. The desirability of doing 
this seemed to me to be very obvious in the interests of the larger union referred 
to. Moreover, the unfortunate consequences of the agreement had already 
manifested themselves, for the Kemalist party had displayed an attitude of 
intractability which seemed decidedly ominous for the future. Elated by 
their agreement with France, they had since manceuvred to extract a similar 
agreement with Italy!! with the object, undoubtedly, of isolating Great 
Britain and compelling her to be the last suitor for their favours. These 
manceuveres had failed, as the Italians had declined to conclude an agree- 
ment at all and had withdrawn their envoy.!? 

Nevertheless, the Angora Agreement had undoubtedly aggravated the 
perils of the situation, and it was for the French Government to consider by 
what methods they could extricate the Allies from the difficult position in 
which they had found themselves placed. 

The Count de Saint-Aulaire concluded by asking me for information 
about the visits of Herr Stinnes and Herr Rathenau to this country.!3 

I told him that I knew nothing about either, as the proposals of Herr 
Rathenau—which, I imagined, would be closely analogous to the discus- 
sions which had taken place between that gentleman and M. Loucheur'*— 
had not been brought before the Cabinet. He said he hoped that before he 
returned to Paris on Monday I might be able to give him some information on 
the point, which had excited a good deal of apprehension in his own country. 

Our conversation then terminated in as friendly a manner as it had begun. 

Iam, &c., 
CurRZON OF KEDLESTON 


10 Of November 5 and November 25 (See No. 432, n. 7). 
1T See No. 458, n. 3. 12 See No. 457. ™3 See Vol. XVI, No. 745, n. 1. 
4 See Vol. XVI, Nos. 677, 681, 705, and 711. 
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No. 466 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received December 3, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 767 Telegraphic (E 13284/1/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, December 2, 1921, 8.50 p.m. 


Italian representative at Angora has reported that Rafet Pasha recently 
openly announced at Angora that he was going to Ineboli to meet a British 
mission which was proceeding there. This so-called mission is referred to 
in my despatch No. 1083 of November a2gth! and consists of Messrs. Henry? 
and Stourton and two others. Persons in question are ostensibly under- 
taking a business trip. 

Reports in circulation here state that this mission was despatched after an 
audience which General Harington recently had of the (? Sultan) and that 
Mahmoud Moukhter Pasha, former Turkish ambassador in Berlin, is 
proceeding to London in the same connection. 

I informed Italian high commissioner who reported above to me that he 
could emphatically contradict statement that General Harington had 
despatched a mission to Angora government as also that Mahmoud Moukhter 
was going to London. I referred him to communiqué I had issued (see my 
telegram No. 762).3 

It was to be foreseen that departure of Messrs. Henry and Stourton for 
Ineboli would give rise to above-mentioned rumours and I could not help 
regretting at the time that they had chosen this moment to go to Anatolia. 


t Not printed. See, however, No. 459. 2 See No. 247. 3 No. 459. 


No. 467 


Sir H, Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received December 3, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 768 Telegraphic [E 13271 /143/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, December 2, 1921, 8.50 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 629.! 

My colleagues and I consider that a protest to Angora with reference to 
the deportations of Greeks would be without effect especially having regard 
to most recent telegram from Youssouf Kemal substance of which I tele- 
graphed you in my telegram No. 766, of yesterday.2 Protests to Angora 
government only provoke counter accusations against Greeks. Latest 
communications from Angora are couched in a defiant and almost insolent 
tone. We (? think,) that the best course would be to give widest publicity to 
all authentic information regarding deportations and massacres by either 


side. 
1 No. 461. 2 No. 464. 
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No. 468 


Lord Hardinge (Paris) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recetved December 3, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 922 Telegraphic: by bag [E 13246/1/44] 
PARIS, December 2, 1921 

Your telegram No. 692.! 

French government object to publication of correspondence regarding 
Angora agreement in absence of Monsieur Briand? and ask that it may be 
suspended until Your Lordship has received reply from French embassy 
to your note of November 25th.3 


t Of November 28. This ran: ‘Please inform French Government that His Majesty’s 
Government propose, with their concurrence, to publish this week correspondence regard- 
ing Franklin-Bouillon agreement, ending with my note to French Chargé d’Affaires of 
November 25 [see No. 432, n. 7].’ 


2 See No. 404, n. 3. 3 See No. 432, n. 7. 
No. 469 
Record by Mr. Vansittart of a Conversation with M. Baltatzis 
[E 23070/60/19) 


FOREIGN OFFICE, December 2, 1921 


Monseur Baltazzis, who came to see me about a minor matter, proceeded 
to talk about a loan on the open market. I thought it better to advise him 
to put what he had to say in writing, as I was not in a position to discuss 
that; and this is the result.!_ I should add that in conversation he intimated 
very clearly that he didn’t believe the Army could be kept together much 
longer without the loan (which, he added, could mainly be expended here). 
I don’t think the Greeks have gone so far in pessimism before. 

If they were to peter out before the Conference—not the Allied Conference 
but the subsequent general one which may be some distance off yet—we 
should have no more trumps left at all for imposing any settlement on Angora. 
And as M. Baltazzis’s remarks are a somewhat new factor, it may be worth 
considering whether some middle course could not be found which would 
enable them to keep going without laying ourselves open to any charge 
from our allies. This c[oul]d I think be devised. In point of fact the Greeks did 
find a little money in the city the last time they were here; and that without 


1 i.e. a letter of December 1 to Mr. Vansittart, not printed. Having outlined the services 
of Greece to the Allied cause in the Near East, M. Baltatzis had gone on to say: ‘Greece 
would, of course, continue to finance the war exclusively out of her own resources but this 
should not preclude the right for her to have recourse to private capital in this country for the 
conclusion of a loan, for this would in no sense compromise the neutrality of the British 
Government.’ 
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our knowledge or that of anyone else. It was this that pegged their exchange 
under 50 for quite a while before there was a dégringolade.? 


2 Mr. Nicolson minuted on December 3: ‘M. Baltazzi’s statement does more than introduce 
a new element into the problem, it puts the whole problem on a different basis, the proportions 
of which are perhaps beyond the scope of a departmental minute. 

‘We are now told that it is a question, not of enabling the Greeks to go on fighting, but of 
enabling them to go on existing. Even if we discount some of M. Baltazzi’s pessimism as 
being inspired by a realisation that M. Gounaris can scarcely return empty handed, and by 
a vivid apprehension of what M. Stratos has been able to do with the opposition while 
M. Gounaris has been away, —yet the fact remains that Greece is on the verge of a collapse, 
political, military and above all financial. 

‘Personally I consider that this collapse is inevitable in any case, and that things will have 
to get far worse in Greece before they become better. It may be felt, however, that if we can 
manage to stave off the collapse until the approaching inter-allied discussions, or, (more 
optimistically) until after the suggested Near Eastern Conference itself, then there may be 
some hope of rendering the Kemalists more reasonable and of securing a general peace in 
Anatolia. Conversely, if the Greeks collapse before negotiations open, there will be little 
chance of stemming Kemalist pretensions short of Adrianople. 

‘It seems to me difficult to imagine that the raising of'a small loan on the London market will 
materially arrest the dissolution of the Greek body politic. It may save M. Gounaris for a 
week or two: I doubt whether it will save Greece. 

‘On the other hand, it should be easy, by discussion with the Treasury, to evolve some 
procedure, which, while not violating the allied undertaking of December last, [see Vol. VIII, 
No. 100, minute 6] would yet give the Greek negotiations a fillip on the London market. 
It may be better, therefore, to hold up the draft to Sir B. Blackett [a reply to his letter of 
November 23] and to consult him privately as to what might be done in this direction. We 
must remember, however, that whatever is done by H.M.G. to help M. Gounaris, will be 
exaggerated and boomed by him in Athens; and that he will not share our own susceptibilities 
as to the importance of maintaining the December agreement in the letter if not in the spirit.’ 

Sir E. Crowe commented: ‘I share the view that it is of real importance to prevent a Greek 
debacle before the conference for the negotiation of a definite peace has either succeeded or 
brought about a situation in which we shall have to decide whether we should afford actual 
support and assistance to the Greeks or not. 

‘I am therefore in favour of the suggested consultation with Sir B. Blackett.’ 

Lord Curzon added on December 4: ‘I have no objection. But if we propose to do any- 
thing, I think we shall have to let the French and Italians know.’ 

The conversation between M. Gounaris and Sir B. Blackett (referred to by Sir E. Crowe) 
took place on December 10 and a record of this conversation, not printed, was transmitted 
to the Foreign Office on December 13 (C 23526/60/19). 


No. 470 


Lord Hardinge (Paris) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewved December 3, 11.25 p.m.) 


No. 928 Telegraphic [E 13282/1/44] 
December 3, 1921, 6.50 p.m. 


I had long conversation with Monsieur Briand! this morning. 
I explained to him at some length proposal contained in your despatch 
No. 3189? for a preliminary conference in Paris on the Near East question 


1 M. Briand had returned to Paris on December 2. 2 No. 465. 
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with a view to arriving at a complete agreement between the allies upon a 
solution of the Near East question to be put before belligerents by Supreme 
Council at a later date. I gave him full details as to scope of discussion to be 
held in Paris and conditions which you regard as essential for its complete 
SUCCESS. 

In reply he stated that he considered this proposal as being admirable in 
every way and in his opinion the only means of settlement between the allies 
of the Near East question on a satisfactory basis. 

I then dealt with Angora agreement? and impressed upon him the disap- 
pointment and irritation created in England by conclusion of this agreement. 
I showed him bad result already perceptible in attitude of Nationalists 
which would make the task of the Supreme Council more difficult and I 
suggested that some action was necessary on the part of the French govern- 
ment to attenuate the feelings that have been raised in England. He replied 
that he did not know what action could be taken but he assured me that 
terms secured by France in Angora agreement would in agreement with 
allies be merged in any peace treaty concluded with Turks. He asked for no 
special advantages for France in Turkey, his sole aim in Angora agreement 
having been to secure possibility of evacuation of French troops. 

Referring to note* which I received from Ministry of Foreign Affairs last 
night, announcing that French government proposed to send further reply 
to your second note on Angora agreement,5 I remarked that I thought it 
unfortunate that French government should consider it necessary to prolong 
controversy by adding polemic note which again might possibly require an 
answer, thus making correspondence endless. I added I knew from your 
private letter® to me that you are far from wishing for a prolonged con- 
troversy with French government on this or any other question. Monsieur 
Briand at once replied he also had no desire to continue these polemics, that 
he was absolutely satisfied with tone and tenor of your last note and that 
no further reply would be sent. I asked him whether under these circum- 
stances he would agree to immediate publication of three notes’ that had been 
exchanged. He asked me to give him till Monday for a reply. 

I told Monsieur Briand that you and I had been much disturbed by reports 
that had appeared in certain somewhat obscure French newspapers to the 
effect that there was some addition to correspondence between Franklin 
Bouillon and Yusouf Kemal which had been communicated to commissions 
of Senate and of Chamber. I mentioned that they were said to deal with 
gendarmerie, French schools and concessions and I should be glad to know 
whether there was any foundation for these statements. Monsieur Briand 
replied that there had been correspondence between Franklin Bouillon and 
Yusouf, that they were not in form of an agreement but merely letters and in 
order to allay any doubts you might have on the subject he would send me 


3 See No. 423, n. 2. 4 Not printed. 
Ss Of November 25. See No. 432, n. 7. 

6 This letter has not been traced in the Foreign Office archives. 

7 Of November 5, November 17, and November 25 (see no. 432, n. 7). Cf. No. 468. 
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whole dossier.® If, he added, there was anything in these papers to which we 
took exception he would gladly throw it overboard. His great anxiety was, 
he assured me, to act in complete unity with His Majesty’s Government in 
all matters connected with Near East and he was convinced that if the two 
governments came to terms on policy to be pursued in Near East, they could 
impose their will upon belligerents without much difficulty. 

On this statement it was obvious that there are secret papers connected 
with Angora agreement which have been withheld from you, but I did not 
think it desirable to say anything further on the subject until I knew whether 
their contents were as vague and innocuous as he pretended. 


8 See No. 471, n. 6 and No. 484, below. 


No. 471 


Lord Hardinge (Parts) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received December 7) 


No. 930 Telegraphic: by bag [E 13399/1/44] 
PARIS, December 6, 1921 

My telegram No. 928.! 

Monsieur Briand asked me to call upon him yesterday evening and he 
showed me the text of a note? which he proposed to send in reply to your 
last note? to the French Chargé d’Affaires in London on the Angora Agree- 
ment. 


t No. 470. 

2 This Note of December 6, not printed, was transmitted to the Foreign Office by the 
French Chargé d’Affaires. It is published in Cmd. 1570 of 1922. This published version 
omitted, by agreement with the French Government, the last paragraph and the first part of 
the penultimate paragraph. As Sir E. Crowe explained in a Minute of December 8: ‘I 
spoke to the French Chargé d’Affaires this morning about the difficulty standing in the 
way of laying before parliament his note of the 6th, if it included the last 2 paragraphs which 
contained references to the Greeks having placed themselves in the hands of the allied 
governments. 

‘I suggested to M. de Montille that he should relegate the last 2 paragraphs to a separate 
note. He however thought by far the simplest thing would be if we omitted the 2 paragraphs 
from the printed version. He said he would telegraph at once to Paris to obtain definite 
authority and consent to this arrangement.’ 

The original version ran as follows: ‘Aussi, le Gouvernement de la République a-t-il été 
heureux d’apprendre, en recevant la note du 22 Novembre [not printed] de l’ Ambassadeur 
britannique a Paris, que les Ministres grecs étaient revenus sur les prétentions inacceptables 
relatées dans la note de Lord Hardinge, en date du 21 du mois dernier [not printed]. I] attend 
avec intérét les propositions annoncées 4a la fin de la lettre de Votre Seigneurie, estimant 
toutefois nécessaire que l’intervention des Alliés ait lieu dans des conditions qui permettent 
d’aboutir a un résultat pratique. 

‘Je ne puis a ce propos que rappeler les indications que M. Bonnevay donnait 4 Lord 
Hardinge dans sa lettre du 16 Novembre [see No. 849, n. 4], par laquelle il esprimait le 
désir que les précautions nécessaires fussent prises pour éviter un échec qui reculerait encore 
la date du rétablissement de la paix en Orient.’ 

3 Of November 25. See No. 432, n. 7. 
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He explained that although he had promised the other day to close the 
controversy by abstaining from sending any further reply, he found this 
document had been prepared during his absence* and had received the 
approval of the Council of Ministers. He asked me to read it pointing out 
that it was couched in the most friendly and uncontroversial tone and he 
asked my opinion whether it could do any harm to send it as he felt bound to 
do so since it had been approved by the Council of Ministers. I read the 
note in his presence somewhat hastily as it is of considerable length and the 
tone was certainly friendly. I pointed out a paragraph which in my opinion 
was controversial and Monsieur Briand at once struck it out. Finally I told him 
that I thought his note could do no harm if sent. I then said that I presumed 
that he would now have no objection to the publication of all four notes.s 
In reply he begged that publication might be delayed since he feared that it 
would only provide the wherewithal to create difficulties for him and the 
Government in the Chamber of Deputies. I think that is very true. 

Monsieur Briand then produced the Franklin-Bouillon dossier of the 
existence of which he said he had been quite unaware, and he proceeded to 
summarise to me the contents of a considerable number of letters which 
had passed between Franklin-Bouillon and Mustapha or Yusouf Kemal. 
According to his summary which was of a very cursory nature, the corre- 
spondence related to a mine in the Adana district which had been exploited 
by a French Company in the past, the continuance of French schools in 
Cilicia, arrangements for the water supply of Aleppo and regulations for the 
town and port of Alexandretta. There was one letter in which the appoint- 
ment of French instructors in the Turkish Gendarmerie was suggested. I at 
once took exception to this as being a question which interested all the Allies 
and Monsieur Briand gave me a positive assurance that nothing would be 
done on this question without full agreement on the part of the Allies. The 
remainder of the correspondence was inocuous as far as I was able to judge 
from the summary which he gave me, but I insisted upon having copies in 
order that you should know exactly how far Franklin-Bouillon had gone 
with the Angora Government. He promised that he would send me copies 
of this correspondence in a day or two. 

He then raised the question of a conference on the subject of the Near 
East and having shown me a telegram to the Ambassador in London accept- 
ing your proposal, he said that he was very anxious that when you came to 
Paris you should discuss every sort of question with him so as to arrive at a 
general agreement on all questions at issue. He stated that according to 
his information, the Angora Government are now well disposed towards 
peace with Greece. They feel that they are not a properly constituted 


4 See No. 470, n. 1. 5 See No. 470, n. 7. 

6 This correspondence was transmitted to the Foreign Office by the French Chargé 
d’Affaires in a Note of December 10 (communicated on December 12), not here printed, 
which requested that the documents in question should not be published without the prior 
agreement of the French Government. This Note and enclosures were published in Cmd. 
1570 of 1922. 
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Government and that they are in the air. He said that they are irreconcilable 
on the subject of Smyrna but quite tractable on the question of Thrace, and 
that ifand when the Supreme Council meets, it will be essential that Mustapha 
Kemal should attend in person and that the Turks should be a delegation re- 
presenting not only Mustapha Kemal but the Constantinople Government. 

As regards other questions affecting Western and Central Europe, he 
would very much like to be able to bring in the German Government into 
any agreement that was arrived at, for he felt that it was essential to do all 
in Our power to support the German Republic against the reactionaries, and 
that the consolidation of a democratic Government in Germany was the 
surest and easiest means of securing peace in Europe. He stated his intention 
of making more reductions in the French army since the military burden of 
France was greater than the country could bear, while the people were 
clamouring and protesting against the calling up of the various classes and 
in particular against their employment in distant countries which he ad- 
mitted was contrary to French law. From the information in his possession 
obtained through French Labour syndicates, he was convinced that there is 
considerable agitation amongst the labouring classes in Germany from fear 
of possible reaction and that everything should be done to encourage them 
and present German Government in resisting the Junkers and monarchists. 

Monsieur Briand’s admission of the advantage of Germany participating 
in Anglo-French agreements is decidedly a step in advance, but I am not at 
all sure that such a suggestion would be well received in the Chamber at 
the present time. 


No. 472 
Letter from Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of 
Kedleston 
[E 13810/1/44] 
Private CONSTANTINOPLE, December 6, 1921 


Dear Lord Curzon, 

I received a couple of days ago a repetition of Sir Percy Cox’s telegram 
No. 795 to the Colonial Office,' a copy of which I enclose for your con- 
venience. I have refrained from offering any official comments on this tele- 
gram, as I wish to avoid any appearance of controversy with representatives 
elsewhere at a time when we are all agreed that nothing must be left 
untried to accelerate a settlement in the East. At the same time there are 
certain considerations which I feel I ought to bring to your personal notice. 


1 In this telegram of December 3, not printed, Sir Percy Cox (H.M. High Commissioner 
for Mesopotamia at Bagdad) had stated: ‘It is impossible for me to urge upon you too strongly 
the vital importance . . . of an early peace that will secure a friendly Turkey and I trust that 
H.M.G. will at once exploit to the full the proferred opportunity.’ 
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General Harington’s telegram of December Ist? to which Sir Percy Cox 
refers is based on information received direct from Angora. This information 
may be regarded as an unofficial and wholly non-committal message from 
the Angora Government. If so, it is not singular that it should correspond 
with indications through other channels of the attitude of Angora towards 
His Majesty’s Government, but to regard it as a definite offer would be most 
unwise. It is a mixture of temptations and threats designed to induce His 
Majesty’s Government to follow the French example, make a separate 
composition with Angora, and give the Kemalists a free hand in regard to 
the Greeks. 

I have long realised that a settlement cannot be effected without bringing 
Angora into line, and that as none of the Allies will or can fight the Kemalists, 
the settlement must be almost wholly favourable to the latter. If Greece 
were alone to suffer by this, it would not matter so much. She is incapable 
of holding extended territories in Asia Minor except on a war footing. We 
have however our own interests to consider, and we have moral obligations 
other than those to the Kurds and Christians of the Mosul vilayet. I think 
we should still do what little we can to redeem our moral obligations, which 
are indeed obligations of honour, to the subject populations in the whole 
of the territory to be eventually left to Turkey. 

As to our own interests, they require (1) that Turkey should not be a 
centre of pro-Islamic propaganda, and thereby a perpetual instigator of 
trouble in our Moslem dependencies, in Egypt, and in Arabia; (2) that 
Turkey should not be able easily to attack us in Mesopotamia; (3) that the 
Straits should be left open; and (4) that Turkey should be a tolerable place 

2 The text of this telegram was circulated ina Memorandum of December 7 (CP. 3533) by 
the Secretary of State for War. It ran as follows: ‘Angora, being in process of a settlement 
with Italy and having concluded separate peace with France, is desirous to come to terms 
with Great Britain. They have been convinced of Britain’s good faith by recent exchange of 
prisoners. Flushed with victory and strengthened by settlement with Persia and Caucasus 
States, however, Angora stands on basis of national pact. On conclusion of peace with three 
Allies, [Angora] feels itself able to settle with Greeks. Angora is willing to meet Great Britain, 
and, if agreement is reached with England before Greeks are expelled from Asia Minor 
will renounce claim to Mosul Vilayet and accept frontier [running practically east and west 
through Jeziret-ibn-Omar]. If, however, England delays agreement, frontier as far south 
as the lesser Zab river, including Kirkuk and Suleimanieh, will be demanded by Angora. 

‘Under former circumstances, Angora will, in spite of hostility to Emir Feisal, refrain from 
propaganda in Mesopotamia and will assure her peace in Egypt, Mesopotamia and India. 
But Angora will carry out violent anti-British propaganda through British Moslem territories 
if England refuses. 

‘Insurrection of Pontus Greeks was result of Greek propaganda during Turkish retreat. 
Plot was discovered in time by Nationalists who have deported all Greeks, between ages of 15 
and 55, from Black Sea coast to frontiers of Syria and Mesopotamia and to neighbourhood of 
Diarbekr. 12,000 are in mountain area between Amassia and Baiburt. 

‘Please wire your comments. Military and political information received in past from 
Agent in question has always been very reliable, although latter information may possibly 
be coloured with propaganda on certain points. It is probably safe to accept unless anything 
stated is known to be inaccurate.’ 

(The words in square brackets are supplied from a copy of the report which was communi- 
cated by the War Office to the Foreign Office, where it was received on December 13.) 
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for our nationals to live in and do business in. There is too great a tendency 
at present in certain British circles to imagine that to secure these objects 
it is only necessary to throw over the Greeks, to recognise Angora as the sole 
effective authority in Turkey and to come to a fair and friendly under- 
standing with the Kemalist leaders. Many of the exponents of this view are 
perfectly honest; but many of them are persons anxious to get trade openings; 
and many others, including a number of soldiers, are persons for whom the 
Turk is an honest Anglophil gentleman, now legitimately disgruntled, and 
the Greek a despicable cad. 

I am not concerned with the details of the Mesopotamian frontier. They 
must depend on strategic and to some extent economic considerations. I 
am perfectly certain, however, that a belated and complete surrender on all 
other points to Angora as such will not secure a really friendly Turkey, scotch 
political Panislamism, or safeguard our permanent trade interests here. 
A Turkey which has triumphed over all the Allies will be run by xenophobes, 
will seek to make Islam a homogeneous political force and will be as arrogant 
in its dealings with foreign residents as its poverty will allow it to be. 

Angora must be brought into line; but Constantinople should not be 
left out in the cold. Angora is revolutionary, Constantinople is conservative 
The political opponents of the Kemalists here are worthless. Damad Ferd 
Pasha,3 the only decent man of first-class standing among them, is too 
discredited to play a useful part now, and probably too old and broken in 
health ever to do so again. The Sultan, however, is worth a great deal. 
His influence is for the moment completely in abeyance, but the Sultanate 
is too venerable an institution to lose its hold permanently on the mass of 
the people. If its influence revived, the present Sultan could be made a 
useful asset to us. The Crown Prince‘ is a creature of wild impulses, but the 
throne might stabilise even him. The Prince next in succession is a son of 
Abdul Hamid’ss of whom little is known, but he probably resembles the 
present Sultan. 

It must not be forgotten that Mustapha Kemal, for all his success, is 
himself in a difficult position. I have attempted to define it (I admit on 
very inadequate information) in my despatch No. 1112 of today.6 I would 


3 See No. 99, n. 4. 4 Prince Abdul Mejid, son of Sultan Abdul Aziz. 

S Presumably Burhan-ed-din Effendi, son of Abdul Hamid II, Sultan from 1876 to 1909. 

6 In this despatch, Sir H. Rumbold commented on Mustafa Kemal’s position as 
follows: ‘He is as determined as ever to secure the acceptance of the national pact in all 
its essentials. He has arrived at a point at which he can regard this as being well in sight. 
The French have practically subscribed to the pact. The Italians, though unwilling at the 
moment to separate themselves from His Majesty’s Government, and though anxious to 
secure their own economic position, have no objection to the pact as a basis for the general 
political settlement. Mustapha Kemal must know that there is a strong movement in Great 
Britain itself in favour of giving him a measure of satisfaction which would be tantamount to 
acceptance of the pact. He may well feel therefore that he has all but achieved his ambition 
of wearing down the Allies to complete acquiescence in his point of view. On the other hand, 
his position at home is difficult. He is menaced by the Enverist movement, by discontent in 
Anatolia and by continuous, though incoherent, insurrection in Kurdistan. He sees the in- 
creasing difficulty of maintining the Bolshevik alliance without coming under the ascendancy 
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beg you to read that despatch, for what it is worth, in conjunction with 
another despatch, No. 1110,7 dealing with the situation in the Caucasus, 
which appears to be entering into a new phase. 

My object in writing this letter is not to propose a mode of settlement, 
but to add my voice to the voices of those who deprecate the theory that the 
only way out for His Majesty’s Government is to treat direct with Mustapha 
Kemal more or less on his own terms. I know that this theory is not held in 
the Foreign Office, but it appears to be gaining a hold on the other depart- 
ments and their advisers. I am not myself very hopeful about the future 
here. It may be that we shall have to capitulate to the Kemalists. It may 
be that the Bolsheviks will install Enver as their viceroy at Angora. For the 
moment I think we should continue to work on your own present lines of 
promoting mediation between Greeks and Turks, of seeking to get Con- 
stantinople and Angora into double harness, and of harmonising all that 
has happened up to date in a general settlement to which the two Turkish 
Governments and all the Allies shall be parties. It is for that reason that I 
welcomed, though without optimism as to the future, the Cabinet’s proposal® 
to endeavour to bring about a conference here. 

Believe me, 
Yours sincerely, 
Horace RuMBOoLD 


of Moscow. In these circumstances, he is not improbably seeking a way out for Angora and 
for himself personally on the lines of securing the national pact, but relegating to the future 
any idea of extending Turkish sovereignty or even influence to regions outside the territories 
definitely claimed under the pact, namely, Anatolia, Thrace, Kurdistan, Turkish Armenia 
and a portion of the three Caucasian sanjaks of Kars, Ardahan and Batoum. If he can carry 
on long enough to secure this it will enable him to emerge from the whole adventure with 
undiminished credit as the saviour of his country and to play a further réle in a reunited 
Turkey. He would incur the open hostility of the Bolsheviks, but he would be compensated 
for this by the moral and perhaps material support which he might hope to expect from the 
Allies if the Bolsheviks felt strong enough to join issue with him.’ 

7 Of December 6, not printed. In this despatch, Sir H. Rumbold, commenting on rumours 
and reports in the local press, had drawn attention to ‘the possibility of a struggle between 
Russians and Turks for the effective control of Batoum’. 

8 See No. 456. 


No. 473 


Letter from Mr. Vansittart to Signor Taltant 
[E 13428/1/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, December 6, 1921 
Dear Taliani, 
In reply to the communication which you made to Lord Curzon on the 
4th December,! he authorises me to reply as follows:— 
As you are aware, we have always been reluctant to change the basis of 
the financial clauses on account of the complicated questions which were 


1 Not printed. 
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bound to be thus raised afresh and on which unanimity was only reached with 
so much difficulty at the time of the drafting of the Treaty of Sévres. Since 
then various suggestions have been made, not by us, that the financial 
clauses should be drastically modified. At the March conference? we still 
maintained our attitude that the basis should not be changed, and we only 
consented to modifications in detail. Since then the Turkish attitude, based 
on the National Pact,3 has been that they will accept nothing short of financial 
independence, and this attitude has, of course, been strengthened by the 
Franklin-Bouillon agreement.* 

It is therefore likely that, in order to arrive at any permanent settlement, 
we may all have to go further in the revision of the financial clauses than we 
personally should have desired, and in this respect we have always been 
more conservative than either the French or even your own representatives 
at the various discussions which have taken place on this subject. 

But we are happy to inform the Marquis della Torretta that in no case 
could we agree to any such modifications except in complete harmony and 
agreement with him, or to any modification of a nature to hinder Italian 
interests under the tripartite agreement, as to which we have already given 
the Italian Government the widest assurances.5 

R. G. VANSITTART 


2 The London Conference of February 18—March 18, 1921 (see Vol. XV, Chap. II). 


3 See No. 13, n. 6. 4 See No. 423, n. 2. $ See No. 462. 
No. 474 
Letter from Mr. L. Oliphant to the Secretary to the Army Council 
[E 13137/143/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, December 6, 1921 
Sir :— 

With reference to your letter No. 0152/5946 (M.I. 2) of the 2oth. ultimo,! 
relative to the attitude of His Majesty’s Government towards the Greco- 
Kemalist hostilities, I am directed by the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to 
state, for the information of the Army Council, that he concurs in the 
instructions? which it is proposed to send to the allied Commander in Chief. 

2. I am to explain that the French and Italian Governments have not 
agreed to the exclusion of military supplies from the Constantinople area,? 
as provided for in the first part of the proposed instructions, but it is presumed 


1 Not printed. 

2 These were: ‘(a) Neutral and Allied firms are free to sell and Neutral and Allied vessels 
are free to transport every kind of military supplies to both Greeks and Nationalists, provided 
that these supplies are not landed in the Neutral zone as proclaimed by the Allied High 
Commissioners on 13th May 1921. (b) No sale of surplus stocks of war material is to be 
allowed in Constantinople unless evidence is forthcoming that these stocks will not reach 
either belligerent.’ 

3 See Nos. 410 and 411. 
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that General Harington’s powers are sufficient to enable him to issue the 
necessary orders, should he consider such exclusion desirable for the safety 
of the capital. 
Iam, &c., 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 


No. 475 


Letter from the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Mr. A. Williams, M.P.' 


[E 13344/600/44] 
ae FOREIGN OFFICE, December 6, 1921 
Dear Mr. Williams :— 

It is really very disheartening to receive such a letter? as yours: for you are 
just as cognisant of the real facts of the case as I am, and you know quite 
well, though you affect not to understand, what is the position of His Majesty’s 
Government. As to trust in England, what has England done to forfeit that 
trust? Among all the powers I venture to say, and the Armenians know well 
—for their spokesmen have constantly told me—that their best friends and 
most consistent supporters have been His Majesty’s Government: and if 
Armenia Is in the plight that she now is it has been in no sense due either to 
action or inaction on our part but exclusively to circumstances, geographical, 
political or strategical, for which the responsibility is not ours, which we 
have done our best to counteract, but which it is impossible to overcome 
without the use of forces which we do not possess, without a campaign which 
not ten men in the House of Commons would support by their votes, and 
without an expenditure of money which, in view of our own needs, neither 
the Treasury nor the House of Commons would be found to sanction. The 
fact that Armenia, if indeed any area can in recent or present conditions 
legitimately be so described, has become at one time bolshevik and at 
another time Turkish, is the unhappy consequence of its situation between 
these two forces now contending against each other, now conspiring together 
but in neither case exhibiting a ray of sympathy for the Armenian cause or 
the Armenian people. Nor can we forget that when the outlook was brighter 
and it was still possible for Armenia to defend her own independent exist- 
ence, either she failed altogether to do so or her wealthy citizens in many 
parts of the world refrained from coming, as they might have done, at least 
financially, to her assistance. 

So much for the past on the details of which I could easily expatiate, had I 
the time. As to the future I shall never in any settlement with Turkey lose 
sight of Armenian interests any more than I did nine months ago when the 
Angora Turks were in London.* But what other immediate alternative 1s 

1 Mr. Aneurin Williams was Member of Parliament for Consett, and Chairman of the 
Armenian Refugees (Lord Mayor’s) fund. 

2 Of November 29, not printed. 

3 On the Armenian Question in 1919 and 1920, see Vols. I, Nos. 42, 46; IV, Chap. III, 
passim; VIII, Chaps. I, XIV, passim; XIII, Chap. I, passim. 

4 See Vol. XV, Chap. II, passim. 
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there? You cannot expect this country, (or indeed any other) arbitrarily 
to select a portion of Turkey, to eject all other races, to concentrate within 
a ring of British bayonets a large number of destitute refugees and so to 
organise an Armenian national existence at immense expense to the British 
taxpayer. The idea is chimerical. 

You are, I am sure, well aware of the attitude of His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment towards the treaty recently concluded by the French with the Nation- 
alists and involving the evacuation of Cilicia.’ Strong protests have been 
addressed to the French Government against the apparent disregard of 
their obligations towards the minorities,6 and we have received repeated 
assurances that the guarantees obtained are entirely adequate and that the 
French local representatives will provisionally extend every protection to 
the minorities.?7 We cannot repudiate these assurances, neither can we 
prevent the French from evacuating Cilicia, nor can we take their place. 

You further complain that His Majesty’s Government refuse asylum in 
British territory to the Christian population of Cilicia.2 But what would 
you have us do? It is a practical impossibility to accommodate them in 
Cyprus, Egypt, Mesopotamia or Palestine and the administrations of each 
of those countries resolutely refuse to admit them. Further there is no 
money to defray the cost of their transport and maintenance even if accom- 
modation were available. We know alas from previous experience that they 
cannot, or will not, support themselves. In any case it is physically impossible 
for us to transplant a population of one hundred and fifty thousand people. 

You will doubtless remember that the Government have been sharply 
criticised for their recent refusal to raise our own unemployment allowance 
in respect of children. You are also aware that there are thousands of people 
on the verge of starvation in this country. There would undoubtedly be a 
violent and perfectly justifiable outcry if in these circumstances the govern- 
ment were to accept financial responsibility on an immense scale for tens of 
thousands of alien refugees in foreign lands. 

You say you are confident that the House of Commons and the country 
would acknowledge the obligation. Yes but the acknowledgment of an 
obligation is a very different thing from sanctioning the measures to ensure 
its immediate fulfilment when these are seen to involve impracticable ven- 
tures and enormous and lasting expense. 

You must really trust the government, who are just as humane as you are, 
to do their best. Quite the worst thing, I am sure, is to despair either of 
your own country or of the race in whose fate you have always shown so 


devoted and passionate an interest. 
CurRZON OF KEDLESTON 


5 See No. 423, n. 2. 6 See Nos. 432, 455, and 471. 

7 See Nos. 447 and 455. 

§ In his telegram No. 39 of November jo to Mr. Satow, H.M. Consul-General at Beirut, 
Lord Curzon had stated: ‘Cilician refugees. No visas should be issued to refugees for 
Cyprus, Egypt, Palestine, Mesopotamia or Constantinople without previous consultation 
with British authorities concerned.’ 
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No. 476 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir R. Graham (Rome) 
No. 502 Telegraphic [E 13282/1/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, December 8, 1921, 9 p.m. 


You will have seen from Paris telegram No. 928' repeated to you in my 
immediately preceding telegram, that proposal made by me for conference 
of foreign ministers of France, Italy and Great Britain to discuss and deter- 
mine the conditions which the allied powers should agree to lay down before 
summoning a final meeting with Turkey and Greece—has been accepted 
by M. Briand. I am quite willing myself to go to Paris for the purpose. 

The Marquis Torretta has already expressed his agreement in principle 
with this suggestion,? and I shall be glad if you will ascertain from him 
whether he also would be willing to go to Paris. If this idea be accepted, I 
propose to send to French and Italian governments in advance a sketch of 
the lines upon which our discussion might proceed, with certain definite 
proposals. As the examination of these will take a little time, the Paris 
meeting would probably not take place until beginning of new year. 

Repeated to Paris by bag.3 


1 No. 470. 
2 In a memorandum communicated to the Foreign Office by Signor Taliani on Decem- 
ber 4, not printed. 3 As No. 705. 


No. 477 


Mr. Bentinck (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received December 10, 11.55 a.m.) 


No. 602 Telegraphic [E 13584/143/44] 


ATHENS, December 9, 1921, 9 p.m. 


In view of press reports of forthcoming conference on Turko-Greek 
question I venture to draw attention to fate of Greeks, Armenians, and 
Turks friendly to Greeks inhabiting territory now occupied by Greeks if 
abandoned to Turks as in Cilicia. French minister recently spoke about this. 
He considered safety of population would be secured by formation of 
competent international gendarmerie in place of Greek army but it appears 
to me that it would be dangerous to remove army before gendarmerie are 
ready to take their place and then removal could only be done gradually. 

In my opinion, and in the opinion of those who know the Greeks, surrender 
of part of Thrace would be bitterer pill to swallow even than that of Smyrna. 

In the event of settlement including recognition of King Constantine it 
will be essential to obtain ample and real guarantees for protection of 
Veniselists in Greece. (See Lord Granville’s telegram No. 568.)! 

Repeated to Constantinople. 

1 Of November 5. In this Lord Granville had reported that the persecution of Venizelist 
officers in the Army and Navy still continued ‘in spite of Minister of War’s frequent assurances 
to the contrary’. 
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No. 478 


Letter from Sir E. Crowe to Sir B. Blackett! 
[C 23044 /60/79] 
Private FOREIGN OFFICE, December 9, 1921 


My dear Blackett, 

I have shown to the Secretary of State your letter to me of the 23rd of 
November? regarding the raising of a Greek loan in London. I have also 
heard from Nicolson, who discussed the matter with you,3 that you do not 
consider that the Greeks will obtain a loan on the London market, unless 
His Majesty’s Government take some positive action such as to waive the 
lien on Greek security which they hold under the 1918 agreement. 

2. To take positive action of this nature would apparently run counter 
to the Allied agreement of December 4th 1920, and Lord Curzon is there- 
fore of opinion that we must postpone opening the question until the forth- 
coming meeting of the conference of foreign ministers in Paris. 

Yours sincerely, 
Eyre A. CROWE 


t Controller of Finance at H.M. Treasury. 2 Not printed. 
3 See No. 460, n. 2. 
4 See Vol. XII, No. 463 and Vol. VIII, No. 100, minute 6. 


No. 479 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received December 10) 


No. 1122 [E 13903/1/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, December 10, 1921 
My Lord, 

Izzet Pasha, Minister for Foreign Affairs, called on me yesterday evening 
to speak about the prospects of peace. 

2. He stated that he knew that the Nationalists are anxious to come to 
some preliminary understanding with Great Britain. As a proof of this, he 
quoted the enthusiastic manner in which ex-Major Henry! and his party 
had recently been received at Samsoun. I reported in my despatch No. 
1062? the departure of four Englishmen for Ineboli ostensibly in connection 


t See No. 466. 

2 Of November 22, not printed. In this, Sir H. Rumbold, reporting a conversation with 
Izzet Pasha on November 21, had stated: ‘Izzet Pasha then said he had heard a report that 
an unofficial British mission was going to Angora to enter into discussions with the Nationalist 
Turks. I replied that there was no truth in this report. It probably owed its origin to the fact 
that a Major Henry, who as your Lordship may remember, was the intermediary employed in 
the summer to endeavour to arrange a meeting at a Black Sea port between General Harington 
and Mustafa Kemal Pasha [see Nos. 247, 253, 278, 284, and 291], had just gone to Ineboli to 
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with commercial affairs. The party in question were unable to land at 
Ineboli and had therefore to proceed to Samsoun, where Rafet Pasha was 
awaiting them. They were received with a guard of honour because it was 
supposed that the party constituted a semi-official mission from His Majesty’s 
Government to the Nationalist Government. Major Henry’s party has now 
returned to Constantinople and, although I have not seen any of its members, 
I have just learnt that Major Henry has brought back a document containing 
a record of his conversation with Rafet Pasha. It was stipulated that this 
document should not be shewn to the British High Commissioner. 

3. I pointed out again to Izzet Pasha that there was no truth whatever 
in the story that Major Henry and his party had been sent on a mission to 
the Nationalists, and I think that His Highness is now persuaded of the 
truth of my assurance. 

4. Izzet Pasha was evidently very anxious to know whether any reply 
could be expected to the telegram which I had the honour to transmit in 
my telegram No. 740.3 He said that it seemed to him desirable to ascertain 
the basis on which peace negotiations might be embarked upon. I replied 
that the telegram in question did not seem to me to be a very hopeful sign 
of the state of mind of the Angora Government, and, in any event, we were 
not going to make a separate agreement with that Government. There 
was no reason why we should do so. We wished to bring about peace in 
co-operation with our Allies. 

5. Izzet Pasha replied that the Nationalists did not expect to make a 
separate agreement with us. He did not think that the telegram in question 
was unhopeful and he compared the preliminaries to peace negotiations to a 
transaction which might take place in the bazaars. The purchaser would 
not at the outset of a bargain get the last price from the merchant. The 
original price asked by that merchant would be lowered in the course of 
bargaining. I enquired whether this meant that the Nationalists would be 
prepared to modify the National Pact.* He said that the whole of Anatolia 
was necessary to the existence of Turkey. I told Izzet Pasha that I had 
long thought that the question of the European frontier of Turkey would 
prove the most difficult to solve. In June last it was certain that English 
public opinion would not have acquiesced in a considerable extension of 
Turkish territory in Thrace. 

6. Izzet Pasha said he had read allusions to the Enos—Midia line as a 
possible frontier for Turkey in Europe. This frontier was a purely arti- 
ficial one. What the Turkish Government feared most in the future was the 
incursion of Greek bands. For that reason it was necessary for them to have 
a frontier such as that of the Maritza which they could defend against those 
bands. The Allied Powers should be under no illusions in this matter of the 
formation of bands. It was absurd to imagine that if the Turkish frontier 


meet Rafet Pasha. I said that I did not know whether Major Henry had gone on private 
business, but, in any event, he had no authority to discuss political question and only repre- 
sented himself.’ 

3 No. 453- 4 See No. 13, n. 6. 
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were conterminous with that of Bulgaria the rest of the Balkan States would 
be in danger. Turkey could not go to war in conjunction with Bulgaria. 
Her alliance with Bulgaria during the War had anyhow been an unnatural 
one. 

7. I then asked Izzet Pasha what he thought would be the attitude of 
the Nationalists towards the Sultan. He replied that he had no cause for 
devotion to the Sultan who, he knew, detested him personally and had 
behaved very badly. Nevertheless, he, Izzet Pasha, was a Monarchist, and 
would, with the rest of the Constantinople Government, rally to the support 
of the dynasty should the Nationalists attempt to interfere with it. 

8. Finally, I enquired whether the existence of the large body of Turkish 
Officers who found employment whilst hostilities lasted would not prove an 
obstacle to the re-establishment of peace. He said he did not believe this 
and maintained that there were many Turkish Generals who ardently 
wished for the end of the war. This led him on to say that the military 
capacity of Mustapha Kemal Pasha was over-rated. The man who had 
done most for the Nationalist Army was Ismet Pasha.s It was owing to his 
dispositions that the Turks had forced the Greeks to retire from the Sakaria 
River. Just before the Greek retreat Mustapha Kemal Pasha had been 
appointed to the supreme command of the Nationalist Forces and had 
consequently been given all the credit for what was really due to Ismet 
Pasha. 

I have, &c., 
Horace RuMBOLD 


5 He had joined Mustafa Kemal in March 1920, and had become Chief of Staff of the 
Nationalist forces. In December 1920 he had assumed command of the Western Army. 


No. 480 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir R. Graham (Rome) 


No. 1060 [E 13385/143/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, December 10, 1921 
Sir, 

I have received Your Excellency’s despatch No. 953 of the 28th ultimo,! 
reporting your conversation with the Marquis della Torretta on the subject 
of the Franklin-Bouillon agreement, and enclosing a translation of a memo- 
randum! from the Italian Ministry for Foreign Affairs, regarding the 
maintenance of the tripartite agreement. 

2. I shall be glad if you will inform the Italian Government, in reply to 
their communication, that the question of the tripartite agreement was in 
fact discussed at length on the occasion of my visit to Paris last June, in the 
presence of the Italian Ambassador,? but that this was not a meeting of 
the Supreme Council. You should explain that His Majesty’s Government 


t Not printed. 2 See Vol. XV, Chap. V, No. 88. 
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note, but question the feasibility of, the Italian desire to modify the agree- 
ment for acceptance by Turkey retaining it inviolate as between the allies; 
and you should make it clear that the views of His Majesty’s Government 
on this subject, are, in fact, as quoted in the Italian memorandum, and 
as recently communicated unofficially to the Italian Ambassador in London.3 

3. Copies of the private correspondence? which has passed between this 
department and the Italian Embassy on this matter are enclosed herein, 
for your guidance and information. 

Iam, &c., 
Curzon OF KEDLESTON 


3 See No. 473 and No. 473, n. 1. 


No. 481 
Letter from Sir H, Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of 
Kedleston 
[E 13903/1/44] 
Personal and Secret CONSTANTINOPLE, December 10, 1921 


Dear Lord Curzon, 

Since writing my letter of December 6th,' I have had an opportunity of 
reading the actual text of the report from Angora which gave rise to the 
correspondence between Constantinople and Bagdad. This report had not 
been previously communicated to me owing to some accident. It contains 
one passage of such importance that I am compelled to trouble you with a 
few further observations, as the full report will have reached Hts Majesty’s 
Government through the War Office.? 

The passage in question is to the effect that the idea of the Nationalists 
is to reconstitute the Angora Government at Constantinople, but that they 
will in no circumstances tolerate the present Sultan, who will have to choose 
between the alternatives of abdication and exile or death. 

This to my mind, though it does not alter the necessity of bringing Angora 
into the general settlement, makes it more than ever necessary that we should 
be circumspect in our dealings with the Nationalists. I distinguish between 
our attitude in regard to the Sultan’s person and to his retention of the 
throne. As regards his person, we are pledged to do what we can to ensure 
his safety in an emergency. The reasons for this are firstly that it was largely 
due to our pressure that he consented to the signature of the treaty of Sévres 
and secondly that we urged him strongly not to abdicate when he seemed to 
be seriously contemplating that step.3 

We are not pledged in any way to exert ourselves to maintain the Sultan 
on the throne. At the same time, I am of opinion that it is in our interest 


1 No. 472. 2 See No. 472, n. 2. 
3 See Vol. XIII, Nos. 150, 153, 155, and 157. 
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that he should remain, unless and until his position becomes wholly unten- 
able. At present, he is practically powerless, intensely distasteful to the 
present leaders at Angora, and not positively popular with any important 
section of opinion in Turkey. His dethronement would, however, almost 
certainly shock a great mass of sober opinion. If the Nationalists succeeded 
in representing it as having been in any sense the result of an understanding 
with us, we might easily lose a substantial portion of what we stand to gain 
by bringing them to a settlement. In Turkey we should be regarded as 
having been so impressed by the power of Angora as to have been prepared to 
sacrifice a friendly Sultan. In the Islamic world generally, we might easily 
be represented as having been parties to the overthrow of a Caliph, and the 
success of our present endeavours to conciliate Moslem opinion might be a 
good deal impaired. 

I make a special point of the need for circumspection in this matter, as 
the question may possibly come closer to us than it is at present during the 
coming phase. On the one hand, the Nationalists appear to be at some 
pains to let us know that they will have none of the Sultan. On the other 
hand, a great many people who want peace think that the ultimate way out 
if the Kemalists prove absolutely intractable, may be to offer to the Sultan 
as such a reasonably favourable settlement, and enlist his support in securing 
his acceptance. This would not be possible with a treaty of Sévres settle- 
ment, but it might be feasible in the last resort, if the Kemalists refused 
terms which gave them satisfaction on their main contentions, notably as 
regards Smyrna, but fell short of their extreme demands. Anyhow, the idea 
has been broached in many quarters. The Italian High Commissioner 
mentioned it to me at the beginning of October. The French First Drago- 
man here has more recently hinted at it in conversations with Ryan, though 
in the latest of these he spoke more particularly of the desirability of promot- 
ing a rapprochement between the Sultan and Angora. Reshid Bey,‘ a fairly 
sober and disillusioned Turkish politician, also foreshadowed the possibility 
of using the Sultan on some such lines in the conversation reported in my 
despatch No. 830 of September 7th.5 

All this points to the possibility of the Sultan, impotent and unpopular 
as he is at present, playing a role in the future. The Kemalists would like 
to eliminate him and have a creature of their own on the throne. They 
count for so much that he may have to go; but it is not, I repeat, in our 
interest that he should go unless or until it becomes absolutely unavoidable. 

Believe me, 
Yours sincerely, 
Horace RuMBOLD 


4 Minister of the Interior in Damad Ferid Pasha’s Cabinet, March—October, 1919. 
5 Not printed. 
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No. 482 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Hardinge (Paris) and Sir 
R. Graham (Rome) 


No. 709' Telegraphic: by bag [E 13608/1/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, December 12, 1921 


(To Parts only: ‘My despatch No. 3232 of December 7th.’)? 

A certain Major Henry, an ex-army officer now engaged in business in 
Constantinople, recently went to Ineboli without the knowledge of the British 
authorities to meet Refet Pasha in order to obtain concessions. So far as we can 
ascertain, he went in an Italian ship, ostensibly on behalf of a French 
business concern, after facilities for the journey to Angora had been refused 
by British commander-in-chief. His journey to Angora was hailed in 
Constantinople as a British mission to the Nationalists and His Majesty’s 
high commissioner found it necessary to issue a formal dément:.3 Major 
Henry has since returned to Constantinople and has left for London, alleging 
that he is the bearer of proposals from Mustapha Kemal for negotiating. 
Please inform government to which you are accredited of the above facts, 
which are all that is known at present to His Majesty’s Government and 
tell them that we will keep them fully informed. It would appear that Mus- 
tapha Kemal having concluded an agreement with the French and failed 
to make one with the Italians is now trying what he can do with us. We 
shall not of course allow any such movement to deflect us from the policy of 
united action which we hope presently to discuss at Paris. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 648. 


1 No. 709 to Paris, No. 506 to Rome. 

2 In this despatch Lord Curzon referred to Constantinople telegram No. 767 of Decem- 
ber 2 [No. 466] and transmitted a paraphrase of General Harington’s telegram No. 1313 of 
December 4 to the War Office reporting the visit of Messrs. Henry and Stourton to Ineboli. 
In this same despatch Lord Curzon instructed Lord Hardinge ‘to explain the position 
clearly to the French Government as revealed in Sir Charles Harington’s telegram’. This 
telegram ran as follows: ‘... Fact that while in England I attended Cabinet meetings, my 
private visit to Sultan to thank him for his house, and fact that ex-Major Henry and some 
other businessmen have gone to Ineboli on business to meet Rafet, have been construed into 
deep laid British plot, in which I am depicted as principal villain, to negotiate with Turks. 

‘Truth is as follows. No action of any kind has been taken by me; nor have I any wish or 
intention to dabble in work which is not mine. Both in London and since my return here I 
consistently refused to see ex-Major Henry. Sometime back my office received application 
from ex-Major Henry for facilities to go to Anatolia and informed him that he should obtain 
letter from Foreign Office. His passport for London was only facility afforded him....So far 
from being official mission, I was totally unaware until last moment of anyone’s going to 
Anatolia and, as soon as fact that London plans were cancelled and that party were going to 
Ineboli became known, information was given to High Commissioner.’ 

3 See No. 459. 
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No. 483 


Letter from Mr. Oliphant to the Secretary to the Cabinet 
[E 13271 /143/44) 
FOREIGN OFFICE, December 12, 1921 
Sir:— 

With reference to your letter No. 38/D/135 of October 27th, transmitting 
a copy of a communication! from the League of Nations, relative to the 
work of the Commissioner? who has lately been appointed by the League at 
Constantinople to deal with the question of the deportation of women and 
children in Turkey and the adjacent countries, I am directed by the Marquess 
Curzon of Kedleston to inform you that continual reports are being received 
in this department of deportations and massacres alleged to have been 
perpetrated by both Turks and Greeks. 

2. The protests made hitherto have in almost every case merely provoked 
counter-accusations, and the only course now open would appear to be to 
give the widest publicity to all such authentic information on this subject 
as can be divulged without incriminating or further endangering the lives 
of the informers.3 

3. As it is clearly impossible for His Majesty’s Government to undertake 
this task, I am to request that, should the Secretary to the Cabinet see no 
objection, Mr. H. A. L. Fishert may be instructed to suggest to Sir E. 
Drummond: that it should be made part of the duties of the new commis- 
sioner of the League to report on allegations of both Turkish and non- 
Turkish atrocities, with a view to the publication of the evidence by the 
League. 

4. Copies of this letter are being sent to His Majesty’s High Commissioner 
at Constantinople and to His Majesty’s Chargé d’Affaires in Athens. 

Iam, &c., 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 
' Not printed. 2 See No. 561, n. 8, below. 3 Cf. No. 467. 
4 British Empire Delegate to the League of Nations. 


5 Secretary General of the League of Nations. 
6 Mr. H.A. L. Fisher wrote to Sir E. Drummond on these lines on December 16. 


No. 484 


Record by Sir E. Crowe of a Conversation with the French Chargé d’ Affatres 
[2 13723/1/44) 
FOREIGN OFFICE, December 12, 1921 


The French Chargé d’Affaires called on me to-day in order to hand to me 
the annexed note (dated the roth)! transmitting the several documents 
exchanged between Monsieur Franklin-Bouillon and Mustapha [Yussuf] 


1 Not printed. See No. 471, n. 6. 
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Kemal at Angora. Having rapidly glanced at these documents, I share the 
impression gained at the time by Lord Hardinge, to whom they had been 
read over by Monsieur Briand,? that they are all fairly harmless except No. 4 
which provides for the whole Turkish gendarmerie being officered by 
French instructors. 

The note ends by asking that the documents be not published without 
previous understanding with the French gov[ernmen]t. 

To this, M. de Montille added the verbal request that H.M.G. would 
consent to defer for the present the publication of the recent correspondence 
between him and Lord Curzon. The French government would not object 
to the papers being published later on. For the purpose of such publication 
they readily agreed to the omission from the text to be laid before parliament 
of the last two paragraphs of M. de Montille’s note, as suggested by us, but 
they would like to substitute a fresh tail to the note so as to avoid any appear- 
ance of its being truncated.3 They would also like to have one or two 
expressions or passages in our note modified, such as the word ‘busybody’ 
applied to M. Franklin-Bouillon. He promised to let me have a letter or 
memorandum‘ indicating these several proposed changes. He added that 
Monsieur Briand wished to speak on this subject of publication to Lord 
Curzon when he came to London next Sunday.$ 

I mentioned to M. de Montille that, for the purpose of accuracy, it was 
desirable not to refer to our proposal to publish his note without the 2 last 
paragraphs as a request for their suppression. This looked as if we had 
objected to the paragraph as such, whereas in fact it was only their publica- 
tion which we deprecated. He said this was clearly understood both by 
himself and at Paris. 

E.A.C. 


2 See No. 471. 3 See No. 471, n. 2. 

4 M. de Montille, in aletter of December 12 to Sir E. Crowe, not printed, communicated 
the text of the final paragraph for the French Note of December 6 and requested that the 
words ‘and rather a busy-body, in fact’ should not figure in the published text of Lord 
Curzon’s Note of November 5. 

5 i.e. December 18. 


No. 485 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Mr. Bentinck (Athens) 
No. 636 [C' 23184/768/19] 

FOREIGN OFFICE, December 16, 1921 

Sir:— 
With reference to your despatch No. 534! relative to the general financial 
policy of His Majesty’s Government towards Greece, I would draw your 
t In this despatch of November 27, Mr. Bentinck had transmitted to Lord Curzon copies 
of a despatch and report which Mr. E. C. D. Rawlins, Commercial Secretary to His 
Majesty’s Legation, had addressed to the Department of Overseas Trade. Mr. Bentinck 
had commented: ‘In the final paragraph of his despatch, Mr. Rawlins anticipates that if 


political support were accorded to Greece, the exchange value of the drachma would in- 
crease. In this I am inclined to agree. It would certainly cease depreciating. I realize, 
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attention to the agreement of December 1920 whereby the three allied 
governments undertook not to give financial assistance to that country. 
Until the whole situation is re-examined by the allied governments, it is of 
course impossible for His Majesty’s Government to offer to Greece the 
unspent balance of the ten million pounds credit accorded to the Venizelos 
Government in 1918.2 
Iam, &c., 
(In the absence of the Secretary of State) 
S. P. WATERLOW 


however, that there is a big gulf between “‘political support” involving as it would wider and 
vastly more important interests than British trade with Greece, and merely the lifting of 
a financial boycott which could perhaps be coupled with some sort of economic assistance. 
This might help to stabilize the drachma and thus promote British exports to Greece. In this 
connection I venture to refer Your Lordship to Lord Granville’s telegram No. 552 of the 25th 
ult. [not printed] suggesting the possibility of offering to this country, upon certain conditions, 
the unspent balance of the £10,000,000 credit accorded to the Venezelos Government in 
1918.’ 
2 See Nos. 11, n. 4 and 469. 


No. 486 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir M. Cheetham (Paris) and Sir 
R. Graham (Rome) 


No. 720! Telegraphic: by bag [E 13938/1/44) 
FOREIGN OFFICE, December 17, 1921, 3 p.m. 


My telegram No. 709/506 (of December 12th;? Major Henry). 

As I anticipated Nationalist action amounts to an attempt to inveigle 
His Majesty’s Government into separate negotiation and to commit them 
to Nationalist conditions prior to allied consultation. Major Henry although 
well knowing that he had no authority whatever, apparently offered to 
transmit proposals to General Harington and if possible to arrange a meeting 
between the latter and Refet Pasha. His Majesty’s Government propose to 
make it quite plain that they take no notice of these suggestions. 

Refet talked at length of ancient British friendship for Turkey and urged 
that British and Turkish interests alike demanded closest possible relations 
between the two countries. No doubt Messieurs Franklin-Bouillon and 
Tuozzi have listened to similar arguments. After proposing that His Majesty’s 
Government should return to their former policy of an ‘inviolate Turkey’ 
he formulated demands for restoration of Smyrna and Thrace, Turkish 
control of the Straits and the fusion of all the Arab states into a single 
appendage of the Sultan-Khalif. The resultant dual state would be open to 
British capital and enterprise. 

Major Henry is being told that His Majesty’s Government have no need 
for his services as an intermediary and that the proper channel for com- 


' No. 720 to Paris, No. 516 to Rome. 2 No. 482. 
3 See No. 488, n. 1, below. 
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munication between themselves and the Angora government is the British 
High Commissioner at Constantinople. 
Repeated to Constantinople No. 656. 


No. 487 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 


No. 1394 [E 13617/1/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, December 17, 1921 
Sir :— 

With reference to your despatch No. 1103 of the 6th instant! relative to 
the activities of the Japanese High Commissioner, I have to inform you that 
the reply returned by you to Monsieur Uchida’s overtures is approved. 

2. You will observe from my telegrams Nos. 579 of October 29th? and 
647 (Secret) of the 12th instant? that it is considered desirable that Monsieur 
Uchida’s activities should be curtailed. 

3. Information has now been received from His Majesty’s Ambassador 
in Madrid,* who was formerly at Stockholm, that when Monsieur Uchida 
was Japanese minister at that post, during the early years of the war, he was 
im communication with a member of the Turkish Embassy in Berlin and 
communicated to Sir E. Howard a feeler for a separate peace on the part of 
Turkey, which of course met with no response. It would therefore seem that 
Monsieur Uchida’s Turkish connections date back to a period considerably 
earlier than his present appointment, and that his acquaintance with 
Turkish affairs is somewhat deeper than would appear from his statements 
to you as reported in your despatch No. 828 of September 6th.5 

Iam, &c.,® 

' Not printed. In this, Sir H. Rumbold had reported that M. Uchida had asked whether 

he should follow up an approach from Hamid Bey who claimed to be aware of the conditions 


on which the Kemalists were prepared to make peace. Sir H. Rumbold had replied that he 
‘had a pretty good idea of the conditions’ and that he ‘did not wish to pursue the matter with 


Hamid Bey’. 2 No. 426. 3 Not printed. 
4 In a private letter of December 6 to Sir E. Crowe, not printed. 
5 Not printed. 6 Signature lacking in filed copy of the original. 
No. 488 
The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to the Secretary of State for War 
[E 13938/1/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, December 17, 1921 

Sir, | 
I am directed by the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to state that he has 
examined the so-called proposals' submitted to ex-Major Henry by Refet 


1 These proposals were in the form of a verbatim report by Major Henry of his interviews 
with General Refet Pasha at Ineboli from November 27 to December 5. A copy of this 
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Pasha as the basis of a proposed discussion between the latter and General 
Harington. They constitute a demand for the restoration to Turkey of 
her pre-war frontiers, and practically amount to the proposal of a separate 
alliance with this country. 

2. His Lordship would be glad if General Harington could be informed by 
telegram that H.M.G. are averse to his meeting Refet Pasha since the last 
thing they desire is to be committed to any Nationalist conditions of settle- 
ment, particularly of so excessive a nature as those put forward in the present 
case. 


report (not printed) and a record of Major Henry’s conversation of December 13 with the 
Secretary of State for War (Major Henry had arrived in London the previous night) were 
communicated by the War Office to the Foreign Office on December 14. This record ran as 
follows: ‘The principal statements made by ex-Major Henry to the Secretary of State were 
to the following effect 

‘1. Rafet [Refet] Pasha is the most powerful personality in Mustapha Kemal’s government 
and has complete control over Mustapha Kemal himself. 

‘2. All the principal persons in the present Constantinople government, including Tewfik 
Pasha, are practically nominees of Kemal’s. 

‘3. Great Britain has made a mistake in backing the Greeks and in supporting their claims 
to Smyrna and Thrace. 

*4. The Greeks are willing to evacuate Smyrna and if they do not do so, they will probably 
be driven from it by the Turks. 

‘5. A further offensive by the Turks will be undertaken this winter. (Ex-Major Henry 
alleged that he had been informed of this by Rafet Pasha personally.) 

“6. The Greeks have three times approached the Turks with a view to concluding peace, 
but the Turks replied that it was no use negotiating with the Greeks till they had first nego- 
tiated with the British. 

*7. Rafet expressed (to ex-Major Henry) the wish to meet General Harington with a view 
to opening negotiations with the British and asked whether General Harington would have 
authority to negotiate. When informed (by ex-Major Henry) that General Harington would 
not have this authority, Rafet said that he would nevertheless still like to meet General 
Harington. 

‘8. Rafet is willing to give up Constantinople, but public sentiment will not permit him to 
doso. Therefore, since Constantinople cannot be held without the hinterland, Rafet declares 
that Thrace must remain Turkish. 

‘9. Ex-Major Henry went on to say that he was acting on behalf of a British syndicate 
interested in the copper mines at Adana which Monsieur Franklin-Bouillon had tried and 
failed to get. The Turks were, however, willing to form an Anglo-Turkish company to work 
the mines in question. 

“10. Ex-Major Henry further stated that British financial control of Turkey could be 
secured by the formation of a British syndicate to take over the Turkish national debt of 
£ 150,000,000 and that Rafet Pasha would be prepared to endorse this proposal. 

“The Secretary of State for War listened to all ex-Major Henry had to say, and pointed out 
that:—(i) Hitherto the Greeks had shown no inclination to evacuate Smyrna. (ii) The 
British Government had not backed the Greeks. (iii) It was a tall order to believe that 
Rafet was willing to evacuate Constantinople. (iv) It was also doubtful whether any syndi- 
cate could be formed willing to buy the Turkish national debt. 

‘At the conclusion of the interview ex-Major Henry asked whether he might wire to Rafet 
Pasha and say that the schemes to which he had referred had been placed before British 
Cabinet Ministers and were being considered by them. 

‘The Secretary of State replied emphatically that Ex-Major Henry could not send such a 
telegram and that he must not on any account make any communication to Rafet at least for 
several days, since the matter was one of foreign policy which concerned Lord Curzon.’ 
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3. He would also appreciate any action the Army Council may be able 
to take to restrain Major Henry from any further interference. He should 
in any case be informed that His Majesty’s Government do not desire to 
avail themselves of his services and that the proper and only channel for 
communication between them and the Angora Government is the British 
High Commissioner at Constantinople. 

4. Lord Curzon notes from telegram No. 1349 from G.O.C. in Chief, 
Constantinople to War Office2—paragraph (4)—that a reliable agent from 
Angora stated that the Nationalists would prefer dealing with some more 
serious representative than Major Henry. It would perhaps be well were 
General Harington to inform the individual in question that Major Henry 
is In no sense whatever a representative of His Majesty’s Government. 

5. While it is clear that the British military authorities at Constantinople 
were in no way responsible for Major Henry’s interference, which unfortun- 
ately may prove a grave embarrassment to His Majesty’s Government with 
[stc] Reffet, Lord Curzon deprecates their readiness to accept political infor- 
mation such as that supplied by the reliable agent above referred to. Such 
indirect methods of communication are liable to encourage the Angora 
Government in their hopes of reaching a separate arrangement with His 
Majesty’s Government and so complicate, if not compromise, the task of 
the Allied Governments in securing a general settlement. It is, indeed, 
hard to resist the conclusion that some of the information in question is 
specially prepared for British consumption, as, for example, the assurance 
that the Nationalists are postponing an attack on the Greeks out of deference 
to the supposed wishes of His Majesty’s Government. 

6. Further Lord Curzon feels very serious anxiety as to the situation in 
which, while General Harington himself appears to have acted, as might be 
expected, with perfect propriety, his name and personality (vide Major 
Henry’s Report) are made the centre of a network of intrigue, in which he 
is treated as a political agent, actual or potential not merely to the detriment, 
but to the openly avowed disparagement of His Majesty’s High Commis- 
sioner at Constantinople. Lord Curzon would be glad if a warning could be 
addressed to General Harington, pointing out the extreme undesirability 
of his name being associated, however involuntarily, with any movement 
or proposals of a political or diplomatic character at a time when the utmost 
circumspection is required, and when the Allies are about to embark on a 
common policy which can only be jeopardised by suggestions or attempts 
at individual action just as it has already been gravely imperilled by the 
proceedings of the French at Angora.3 


2 Of December 14, not printed. 

3 A copy of this communication was sent by Lord Curzon in a private communica- 
tion of December 19 to Sir H. Rumbold, who replied in an unnumbered telegram of 
December 26: ‘I have had the whole matter out with General Harington who has given 
most stringent orders that his o‘fcers are in future to refrain from mixing themselves up in 
political matters.’ 
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No. 489 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received December 20, 8.30 a.m.) 
No. 788 Telegraphic (E 13956/1492/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, December 19, 1921, 7.25 p.m. 

My telegram No. 774.! 

Minister for Foreign Affairs has notified me that Turkish government 
consider recent patriarchal election? as null and void. 

Note? states that whilst desirous of assuring religious liberty of its non- 
Moslem subjects compatible with interests of State, Turkish government 
has regulated its exercise by fixed decrees and ruling from which it has never 
derogated. 

As regards oecumenical patriarchate, rule has been that this religious 
chief shall be chosen by his community but nominated by Turkish govern- 
ment, that he shall be an Ottoman subject and elected by such, that members 
of electora[1] colleges shall have been confirmed in their position by state, 
that any candidate obnoxious to the state shall not be received and that 
even in special cases the elected patriarch may be deposed. 

Since the armistice late locum tenens* had infringed existing order . . .5-ing 
formation of colleges not in conformity with the law and without confirma- 
tion of the state. 

On his decease the present locum tenens® assumed his functions illegally. 

He is therefore not recognised by the government. 

Turkish government in view of exceptional situation in Constantinople did 
not intervene. Locum tenens has now however proceeded through colleges 
having no legal existence to elections of a patriarch who by his Hellenic 
nationality alone is excluded from this dignity to which only Ottoman 
subjects born of an Ottoman father are eligible. 

Repeated to Athens No. 151. 

' Not printed. 

2 The election of Mgr. Meletios Metaxakis to the vacant Patriarchal See of Constan- 
tinople, reported by Sir H. Rumbold in his telegrams Nos. 774 and 775 of December 9, 


not printed. 3 Not printed. 4 Mgr. Dorotheos. See No. 124, n. 2. 
S The text is here uncertain. 6 Mgr. Nicolas. See No. 124, n. 1. 
No. 490 
Memorandum! handed to M. Briand? 
[E 13994/143/44) 


FOREIGN OFFICE, December 20, 1921 


The British military authorities at Constantinople have enquired? whether 
recent agreement concluded between the French government and the 


' The draft only of this Memorandum is preserved in the Foreign Office archives. 

2 Mr. Vansittart annotated the draft: ‘I have asked Sir E. Grigg to see that the paper is 
handed to M. Briand.’ 

3 In telegram No. 1264 of November 11 to the War Offfice, not printed. 
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government of Angora would preclude the use of French troops against the 
Nationalist forces in the event of the latter advancing on Constantinople. 

His Majesty’s Government presume that the conclusion of a local agree- 
ment regarding Syria and Cilicia in no way affects the French contingent 
of the inter-Allied forces of occupation at Constantinople, but they would be 
grateful to receive a definite assurance on this point. 


No. 491 


Memorandum by Mr. Forbes Adam on the United States and the Revision of 
the Treaty of Sévres 


[E 14030/1/44) 
FOREIGN OFFICE, December 20, 1921 


At first sight the participation of the United States at this stage in the 

Turkish negotiations may seem only an added complication but it may be 
nevertheless helpful to consider briefly the apparent advantages and dis- 
advantages of inviting that participation. 
Advantages. 1. Although President Wilson refused the Allied invitation to 
join in the London Conference negotiations in February-March 1920,! 
and only sent an ‘observer’ to San Remo in April 1920,? President Harding’s 
administration have since accepted the principle of participation in the 
meetings of the Supreme Council and it may be well therefore to give 
them every opportunity of acting on that admission. 

2. On the whole as conferences develop the United States point of view 
tends to approximate and reinforce ours. This would be particularly valu- 
able in the case of Turkey where past experience and recent developments 
point to a one-sided fight on our part to do something for the minorities and 
especially the Armenians in Turkey. At any rate pro-Armenians could not 
claim that we had failed to try and enlist the Americans. 

g. An united Anglo-Saxon front would probably impress the Turk and 
help to get the agreed terms accepted. If the United States stay out of the 
Conference the Turk may hope against hope to win American sympathy, 
moral or financial, and play them off against the Allies. Admiral Bristol 
might lend himself to this. 

4. The Italians and French might be checked by the presence of the 
United States from indulging in the rather sordid bargaining with the Turks 
which otherwise seems inevitable—at any rate in the later stages of the 
negotiations. 

5. The American interest in Turkey from the economic point of view 


t See Vol. IV, Nos. 671 and 672. 

2 For a record of the proceedings of the Conference of San Remo, April 18-26, 1920, see 
Vol. VIII, Chap. I. 

3 United States High Commissioner at Constantinople. For an account of his views and 
activities, see L. Evans, United States Policy and the Partition of Turkey, 1914-1924 (Baltimore, 


1965), pp. 178 ff. 
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approximates to ours 1.e. maximum facilities for trade. The course of events 
since the Armistice illustrates this, their opposition to Allied economic 
measures weakening with U.S. admission to the advisory Economic Council.‘ 

6. If the Americans agreed to participate in Commissions e.g. Straits, 
Financial Commission (or whatever replaces it), (which is most unlikely), we 
should have nothing to lose for the general reasons already given above. 
For the rest the general trend of the negotiations seems now towards abolish- 
ing inter-allied commission in Turkey or at any rate reducing their powers. 


Disadvantages. 1. The absence of the Americans in the past might make them 
unprepared to enter the negotiations where these now stand, without our 
prior consent to a revision or re-examination of much more of the Sévres 
treaty than we would wish or find necessary to reopen, e.g. economic clauses 
in so far as they represent inter-allied agreements. On the whole this con- 
tingency seems so unlikely that it might be faced. 

2. Inter-Allied ‘deals’ might be made more difficult—i.e. the tripartite 
agreement.5 On the other hand that agreement springs from an article in an 
inter-allied war treaty6 and the United States would probably recognise 
our necessity in that respect just as President Wilson did over the Adriatic? 
and Shantung.® For the rest, their influence would tend, like ours, to miti- 
gate the harsher aspects of an agreement like the tripartite. On the whole it 
is the French and Italians, not we, who favour such ‘deals’. 

3. United States’ presence might make it more difficult to press Allied 
financial claims on Turkey, the Americans having no war or prewar claims 
on Turkey. On the other hand they could hardly refuse to recognise the 
legitimacy of our claim, the extent and conditions of which seem likely to be 
reduced in any case in the present negotiations by the force of circumstances. 

4. If the United States participate, so must the Japanese. This disadvant- 
age is more apparent than real. In practice the Japanese representative 
tends to be a silent observer, who supports us if he supports anybody. The 
Japanese sat through the Sévres conferences? and did little harm. So far as 
he did any, e.g. insistence on Japanese representation on commissions, it 
has already been done. The Tripartite Agreement was a complication but 
he never pressed his awkward query about the principle involved in these 
spheres of influence and the Tripartite Agreement has long been published. 

5. It may be more difficult to pursue our intended policy of bringing the 
League of Nations as much as possible into the revised terms. But the 
Covenant is already in the treaty and the Americans can hardly now ask us 


4 This presumably refers to a body resulting from the amalgamation of the Economic 
Studies Commission with the Advisory Trade Commission, on which the United States High 
Commissioner was represented. Cf. F.R.U.S. 1927, vol. 2, p. 914. 

5 See No. 17, n. 4. 

6 The Treaty of London (1915). For a text of this Treaty, see Cmd. 671 of 1920. 

7 See Vol. VII, Chap. I, passim, and Cmd. 586 of 1920. 

8 For an account of the Shantung question, from January 1915 to February 1922, see 
Survey of International Affairs 1920-23, pp. 456-66. See also, Vol. VI, Chap. II, passim. 

® For a record of the proceedings of these conferences, see Vols. VII, passim, and VIII, 
Chaps. I and VIII. 
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to cut it out. This in itself will probably mean that if the United States do 
participate, it will only be as observers and advisers and not as signatories 
of the treaty. In that capacity they can hardly refuse to let us make use of the 
machinery of the League in the treaty. 


Conclusion. On balance, therefore, it is submitted that H.M.G. would gain 
(a) by proposing at the first Allied conference an invitation to the United 
States (and Japanese) to participate and (b) by seeing that invitation 
accepted.!° 

E. G. F. ADAM 


10 Sir E. Crowe commented on December 20: ‘I very much doubt the advantage of attempt- 
ing to bring the Americans into this discussion. Theirs and the Japanese presence would at 
once turn this informal conference into a Supreme Council meeting. There will be time for 
this when the proposed conference at Constantinople materializes. I am altogether sceptical 
as to our getting any help from the Americans. Hitherto they have been nothing but a 
hindrance.’ Lord Curzon added: ‘I am strongly against bringing in the Americans at this 
stage. No one has even hinted it. Throughout, the plan has been a private conference of 
the 3 great Powers represented by their Foreign Ministers. If America comes in so must 


Japan.’ 


No. 492 


Mr. Bentinck (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received December 22, 7.15 p.m.) 


No. 619 Telegraphic [C 23804/60/19] 
ATHENS, December 22, 1921, 1.30 p.m. 
My immediately preceding telegram.’ Although these requisitionings 
are vexatious, Sir H. Lamb states they are mainly financial, not military. 
I think it my duty to point out that it is essential for Greek government to 
obtain revenue somewhere. In spite of urgency of financial needs, they are 
doing their utmost to meet our wishes and to pay British debts (see my 
despatches Nos. 522? and 5623 and my telegrams Nos. 6014 and 614).5 I am 
now pressing for payment of £234,000 for Admiralty (your despatch No. 
620)° and other considerable sums on account of requisitionings and payments 
to British firms. Government cannot raise loan nor will we allow them to 
issue paper. Drachmas in open market already reach 120 to the £1. If 
additional sources of revenue are not found drachma will collapse and 
British bondholders and British commercial interests, including important 
British insurance companies, will suffer (see Lord Granville’s despatch 
No. 482, October 18th,7 and my despatch No. 543, December 2nd).7 
Financial outlook is grave. 


' No. 618 of December 22, not printed. 2 Of November 22, not printed. - 
3 Of December 12, not printed. 4 Of December 9g, not printed. 

Ss Of December 17, not printed. 6 Of December 5, not printed. 

7 Not printed. 
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No. 493 


Record by Mr. Nicolson of a conversation with the Greek Chargé d’ Affaires 
[C 24060 /60/19) 
FOREIGN OFFICE, December 23, 1921 


The Greek Chargé d’Affaires came here this morning and in Mr. Vansit- 
tart’s absence asked me to convey to the Secretary of State the ‘thanks of 
the Greek government for the attitude adopted by His Majesty’s govern- 
ment in regard to the placing of a loan on the London market’. 

It appears that M. Gounaris has received from Sir Robert Horne’ a signed 
contract providing for the release of British government liens on Greek 
security in return for a disclaimer on the part of the Greek government for 
any claim on the book credit opened in their favour in 1918.2 The agree- 
ment further provides that any loan which the Greek government may thus 
be enabled to raise on the London market shall not exceed £10,000,000, and 
that of this total one-half shall be expended in the United Kingdom and the 
remaining half in the British dominions. The question of Greek debts to 
this country in respect of supplies and services rendered during the war, as 
well as that of the renewal of the Greek Treasury bills which fell due in 
October last year,3 are also provided for in the sense desired by the Greek 
government. 

M. Rangabé told me that the Italian government, who appear very keen 
to reach some agreement with Greece on the Anatolian question, were 
pressing M. Gounaris to come to Rome before the impending conference 
at Cannes. M. Gounaris proposed leaving for Italy within the next few 
days and returning to London in order to complete the loan negotiations 
which are being carried on in the City. 

I told M. Rangabé that I would report what he had said.5 

Haroip NIcOLson 


1 Chancellor of the Exchequer. 2 See No. 11, n. 4. 

3 On October 19 M. Rizo-Rangabé had requested that Greek Treasury bills for £:2,100,000 
which fell due on October 20 should be renewed. To this request Mr. Tufton replied 
on November 2, saying that His Majesty’s Government were prepared ‘to agree to their 
renewal for three months as from the 20th ultimo’. He added: ‘If, on the expiration of that 
period, the Hellenic government have not deposited the bills for six million, five hundred 
thousand pounds [in respect of supplies and services rendered during 1918] for which 
repeated requests have been made, His Majesty’s Government will fee] compelled to pre- 
sent the bills for two million, one hundred thousand pounds for immediate payment.’ 

4 See No. 498, n. 3, below. 

S Mr. Waterlow minuted on December 23: ‘Our policy has been entirely reversed, without 
warning to the department, who however were aware from secret sources of what was in 
progress.’ Lord Curzon added: ‘It is not exactly as stated above. We told Sir B. Blackett 
that we thought Greece ought to be financed so as to enable her to stand up while we are 
negotiating with M. Kemal. He proceeded to discuss plans with that object. This was taken 
by the Prime Minister to signify a withdrawal of our objections, as in fact it was. On the 
strength of this, he apparently authorized Sir R. Horne to conclude this loan revealing I 
am told that M. Kemal was quite at liberty to conclude another if he liked or could.’ 
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No. 494 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir R. Graham (Rome) 
No. 523 Telegraphic [C 2398/20/19] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, December 30, 1921, 7.30 p.m. 


We are receiving disquieting information as to political situation in Greece.! 
There seems to be danger of outbreak of violence in Athens directed against 
Veniselists. Return of M. Gounaris would probably steady situation. 

Please make opportunity to see M. Gounaris, who, according to news- 
papers, is now in Rome, and discreetly warn him. We trust that he will 
send strict instructions calculated to maintain order. 

Repeated to Athens No. 346. 

1 For example, Mr. Bentinck had reported in his telegram No. 625 of December 28: 
‘Situation here is said to resemble that of 1916. There is outward calm, but beneath the 
surface things seem to be threatening. Government appears to be lacking in courage and 
authority (my telegrams Nos. 621 and 623) [Not printed]. Return of Monsieur Gounaris 


would now be welcomed by many, including Veniselists who hope he would possess sufficient 
authority to cope with the situation.’ 


No. 495 


Mr. Bentinck (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received December 31, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 629 Telegraphic [C 24179/60/19] 
ATHENS, December 30, 1921, 9 p.m. 
Your despatch No. 636.! 
Intense excitement was caused this afternoon by publication of official 
communiqué from ministry of finance to the effect that Great Britain has 


decided to raise economic blockade of Greece and to permit conclusion in 
England of loan of fifteen million. 


™ No. 485. 


No. 496 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Hardinge (Parts) 
No. 3419 [|E 14076/1/44) 
Secret. FOREIGN OFFICE, December 30, 1921 
My Lord, 

I transmit the accompanying copies of a memorandum containing an 
outline of the proposals which, in the opinion of His Majesty’s Government, 
might form the basis of discussion at my forthcoming meeting with the French 
and Italian Foreign Ministers on the subject of the revision of the Treaty of 
Sévres. For convenience of reference, I have attached as an annex to the 
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memorandum comparative tables giving summaries of the relevant provisions 
of the Treaty of Sévres and of the conferences held in London and Paris in 
March! and June? last respectively. 

2. You should explain accordingly to M. Briand, and communicate to 
him for his confidential information two copies of the memorandum and 
annex, together with the four maps? enclosed herein, which serve to illustrate 
the main territorial proposals referred to in the memorandum. 

3. In handing the memorandum to M. Briand, you should impress upon 
him with the utmost earnestness the necessity of treating the suggestions 
which it contains, and which are in some cases necessarily of a provisional 
character, with extreme secrecy. Nothing could be more unfortunate or 
more likely to bring about the failure of the discussion upon which the 
Foreign Ministers are about to enter than any premature divulgation of their 
character either to the press or to the partisans of the interested parties, 
whether these be Greeks or Turks. From the moment that any such disclosure 
is made, every form of pressure will be applied to those who are engaged in 
the discussion, direct and indirect, open and clandestine. If the success of 
the ultimate negotiations with the Greeks and Turks depends, as it will do, 
upon the unbroken and unbreakable unity of the Allies, so will the success of 
these earlier conversations depend upon a reticence which is proof against 
all temptation or assault. 

I am addressing a similar despatch to Sir R. Graham.* 

Iam, &c., 
CurzON OF KEDLESTON 


1 For a record of the proceedings of the Third Conference of London, see Vol. XV, 
Chap. II. 

2 For a record of conversations in Paris between British, French, and Italian representa- 
tives, see ibid., Chap. V. 

3 Not reproduced. 

+ Foreign Office despatch No. 1095 of December 30 to Rome. 


ENCLOSURE IN No. 496 


Memorandum of Proposals for Discussion at the Conference of Allied Foreign 
Ministers on the Revision of the Treaty of Sevres. 


1. There have been three main phases of the hitherto unsuccessful effort 
made by the Allies to conclude peace with Turkey: (1) The Treaty of Sévres 
signed in August 1920 but never ratified; (2) the proposals made at the 
London Conference of March 1921, but not accepted either by the Greeks 
or Turks (or if accepted by one party in any particular, then declined by the 
other); (3) the discussion suggested by His Majesty’s Government in Paris 
in June 1921, but rendered abortive by the refusal of the Greeks to accept 
Allied intervention. A fourth attempt is now to be made. It is essential 
that this attempt should prove successful, and it will be readily admitted 
that such success depends not only on prior agreement among the three 
Allies as to the precise terms of their intervention, but on a united Allied 
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front throughout the period of intervention. It is with a view to facilitate 
and expedite the attainment of these essential objects that His Majesty’s 
Government have thought it well to indicate as follows their ideas on the 
main questions, territorial and other, which must be considered in deciding 
how the Treaty of Sévres is now to be revised. A summary of the results of 
the above-mentioned phases of negotiation is given as an annex to this 
memorandum for comparison with the present proposals. 


(A)—Smyrna. 


2. It will doubtless not be disputed that it is essential in the interests of 
a general settlement that Turkish wishes on this question should as far as 
possible be met. The existence of a Greek administration, and perhaps even 
more the presence of Greek forces in the Smyrna zone, have provided the 
principal spur to Turkish nationalism, and in practice have proved an 
insurmountable barrier to a peaceful solution. At the same time it is impos- 
sible to insist on the evacuation of this area without devising safeguards for 
the large Greek population, calculated both to overcome the natural reluc- 
tance of the Greek Government entirely to withdraw the protection of their 
troops, and also to provide against the likelihood of oppression or massacre 
by the Turks. A reference to the annex shows that the Allies are now, 
generally speaking, agreed that the future sovereignty and administration 
shall not be Greek. At the same time the questions of the area to be ad- 
ministered under some special autonomous régime, the form of government, 
and conditions of defence still remain to be decided. 

3. Arising out of the previous discussions two’ possible boundaries (see 
map I)3 of the area which will require special treatment suggest themselves :— 


(a) The first is the Smyrna zone as drawn for reasons, partly of population 
(the American pre-war figures® gave Greeks about 500,000,7 Moslems 
470,000, Armenians 23,000), partly economic and partly strategic, in 
the Treaty of Sévres. 

(b) The second is the Sanjak of Smyrna and Kaza of Aivali, with a pre- 
war population, according to the pre-war American figures, of Greeks 
410,000, Moslems 330,000, Armenians 18,000. 


5 In the draft of this Memorandum, which was considered by the Cabinet on December 
21, Lord Curzon had written: ‘I have thought of a third alternative, namely, the creation 
of a separate administration for Smyrna town, the Tchesme peninsula, and Aivali town. 
In these areas the population is, or was, predominantly Greek. Turkish figures in 1914 
admitted Greeks 65,000, Turks 20,000 in the peninsula, and Greeks 30,000 to a few hundred 
{Turks} in Aivali town. Concerning Smyrna, there was the familiar dispute; for whereas 
the Greek figures of 1912 gave Greeks 120,000 to Turks 60,000, the Turkish figures of 1914 
gave Greeks 74,000 to Turks 100,000.’ It was thought inexpedient to include this alterna- 
tive in a document to be communicated to M. Briand, who would probably communicate 
the British proposals to the Turks. 

6 These figures were prepared by Professor Magie of the Staff of the American Peace 
Delegation in Paris. See Vol. VII, No. 26, n. 5. 

7 In the draft of this Memorandum the figure of 509,000 was given. 
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4. The choice beteeen these two areas will depend to some extent on the 
character of the administration. At the Paris Conference, autonomy under 
Turkish sovereignty and a Christian governor were provisionally agreed upon. 
It has since occurred to His Majesty’s Government, however, that if only the 
help of the League of Nations could in some manner be enlisted in the settle- 
ment of this question, the strong objections which Turkey is known to hold 
to Allied or Greek executive interference in the administration might be 
removed, while safeguards acceptable to both the Greeks and Turks might 
be secured. The Allies, in treating the special problems of Turkey, would 
indeed be wise to remember the successes of the League of Nations since 1919 
and the experience gained by that body in the conduct of difficult admini- 
strative problems in Europe. 

5. For instance, the administration specially designed in the Treaty of 
Versailles for the Saar Basin is well worthy of consideration as a precedent. 
In that case, there is a governing commission of five, appointed by the 
League of Nations (one Frenchman, one German from Saar, and three 
others, neither French nor German), with a chairman appointed by the 
League: the appointments run for one year, but are renewable, and the 
powers of the commission are, except for a consultative assembly and the 
general supervision of the League, practically unfettered. After fifteen 
years of government by the commission, the population is to decide the 
question of future sovereignty. 

6. This scheme might, if it were thought desirable, be adapted without 
much difficulty to the Smyrna area. The commission might consist of an 
American chairman (it may be remarked in passing that the advantages of 
American co-operation are not inconsiderable),® with two local Greeks and 
two local Turks appointed by the League of Nations and ultimately respon- 
sible to the latter, while the Turkish flag could still be retained and the 
inhabitants would remain Turkish subjects. The arguments in favour of 
such a scheme are manifest. The solution of the problem would be made 
international. The presence of an American on the Governing Body, if it could 
be secured, would ensure a detached and impartial outlook, freed from the 
controversies of the European or the local situation. The commission would 
be specially designed to consider primarily the special interests of the ad- 
ministered area, whether Greek or Turkish. 

7. While this plan could be applied to either of the two above-mentioned 
areas, His Majesty’s Government would be inclined to favour the retention 
of the larger of the two as likely to form a more compact and self-sufficing 
administrative entity, as providing for the economic connection of the coastal 
ports with the hinterland, and as involving a less drastic revision of the 
Treaty of Sévres. Under this scheme of administration, His Majesty’s 
Government would suggest that the gendarmerie (or police in the towns) 
should be drawn representatively from the local population and placed under 
allied or at least foreign (i.e., neither Turkish nor Greek) officers, who would 
be responsible solely to the local commission and paid from the revenues of 

8 Cf. No. 491. 
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the area or, in case of a deficiency, by the Turkish Government. If the 
Smyrna area were attacked by an enemy, its defence would devolve upon 
Turkish troops, since the sovereignty will remain Turkish. 

8. As to the Greek army now in Asia Minor, His Majesty’s Government 
consider that it might be invited to withdraw on the signature of the treaty 
to the Sévres area, and should in any case evacuate Asia Minor altogether 
on ratification by Turkey. Foreign or Allied officers should, however, begin 
to organise the local gendarmerie on the signature of the treaty, and, pending 
their effective establishment, a small force of Allied soldiers to act as a police 
might be furnished from Constantinople. 


(B)—Western Thrace. 


g. This territory, ceded to the principal Allies by the Treaty of Neuilly,° 
and by them to Greece by a separate treaty signed in August 1920,'° but 
not yet ratified, has been occupied since 1920 by Greek troops. As the question 
of Western Thrace was settled, as between Bulgaria and the Allies, by the 
Treaty of Neuilly, it does not now concern Turkey, who lost the area to 
Bulgaria as a result of the Balkan war.'! The question could not now be 
reopened without the risk of jeopardising the whole Balkan settlement 
embodied in the treaties of Saint-Germain, Neuilly and Trianon; and to 
this His Majesty’s Government could not consent. 


(C)—Eastern Thrace. 


10. While the National Pact to which Turkey still professes strictly to 
adhere stipulates for the return of Eastern Thrace including Adrianople to 
Turkey, His Majesty’s Government are firmly opposed to any such reopen- 
ing of the question of Eastern Thrace in its entirety for the following reasons. 
Since the Treaty of Sévres gave Eastern Thrace to Greece in full sovereignty, 
and since it has been occupied from 1920 by Greek troops with full Allied 
consent, it would neither be fair nor practicable to make Greece now the 
victim both in Smyrna and in Thrace. Moreover, the paramount import- 
ance of securing the freedom of the Straits renders it essential not to give 
back to Turkey the sovereignty on both shores of the Dardanelles (the same 
difficulty stands in the way of extending the area restored to Turkey as far 
westwards as the Enos—Midia line). There is, lastly, the strong objection, 
already referred to, to reopening in any way the general Balkan settlement. 
Roumania’s interests, for instance, might be touched. 

11. It would not, in the opinion of His Majesty’s Government, be politic 
to revert now to the proposals formerly put forward! for a commission of 
enquiry or a plebiscite to ascertain the wishes of the inhabitants. Apart 
from the local uncertainty and unrest which the experience of the past three 
years show[s] to be practically inseparable from all plebiscitary arrangements, 

® Article 48. See No. 29, n. 5. 
10 Signed at Sévres on August 10. For the text, see B.F.S.P., vol. 113, pp. 652-776. 
1! For the text of the Treaty of Peace of September 16, 1913, between Bulgaria and 


Turkey, by which Western Thrace was ceded to the former, see B.F.S.P., vol. 107, pp. 706-20. 
12 At the Third Conference of London. See Vol. XV, No. 22 and Appendix. 
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it is almost impossible at this date to take into fair account the effect of the 
deportations of the Balkan wars and of 1914-18. The Turkish ethnological 
claim to Eastern Thrace is in any case extremely doubtful. Although Turkish 
1914 figures were 235,000 Greeks, 365,000 Turks and 48,000 others, the 1912 
population of this area was, according to Greek figures, 325,000 Greeks, 
253,000 Turks and 98,000 others.!3 While providing in the manner already 
proposed for the preponderance of Turkish claims in the population and 
history of Adrianople, it seems desirable, therefore, not to attempt any 
general reopening of the Thracian settlement already accepted both by the 
Allied Powers and by Turkey, save in the following respects. 

12. To a large extent the Turkish contentions regarding Eastern Thrace 
are based upon the strategic security of Constantinople, and great stress has 
been laid in every presentation of the Turkish case upon the undesirability 
of allowing a possibly unfriendly Power or its forces to be planted within 30 
miles of the Turkish capital. There is some force in this contention, which 
it should not be impossible to find the means of meeting without a drastic 
reversion of the treaty. The Sévres Greco-Turkish frontier might, for in- 
stance, be pushed back in a north-westerly direction to a line starting from 
the Black Sea at a point just south of Midia, and running to the Marmora 
just east of Rodosto (both of which towns are predominantly Greek) (see 
map II).3 Such a change would put back into Turkey about an equal 
number of Greeks and Turks (30,000 1n each case). Its special merit would 
be the removal of the frontier to a distance of about 80 miles from the 
walls of Constantinople. 

13. Asecond guarantee for the military security of Turkey in Europe might 
be provided by limiting the Greek forces in Eastern Thrace, other than 
gendarmerie, in numbers, and by confining them to certain areas at a distance 
from the Turko-Greek frontier. Turkish forces might also be allowed in 
fixed numbers in European Turkey, say, at Chatalja, outside the demilita- 
rised zone (reduced as suggested by the London Conference last March to 
the 25 kilom. from the Bosphorus) (see maps II and ITI).3 

14. For the rest, the protection of the Turkish minority in Eastern Thrace 
under the supervision of the League of Nations is already provided for by the 
Minorities Treaty between Greece and the Allies, signed at Sévres in August 
1920.'4 As regards Adrianople however, His Majesty’s Government are 
willing, as has already been indicated, to strengthen the treaty by stipulating 
for a predominance of the Moslem element on the executive council of 
the town (Turkish 1914 figures, 54,000 Moslems and 41,000 Greeks and 
Armenians) and by more detailed provisions as to the immunities of Moslem 
places of worship. 


(D)—Constantinople, the Straits, and Demilttarised Zone. 


15. His Majesty’s Government are generally in favour of meeting, as far 
as possible, the Turkish contention that Constantinople should be freed 


13 Cf. Vol. VII, No. 75, minute 3. 
4 For the text, see B.F.S.P., vol. 113, pp. 471-9. 
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from Allied forces and Allied interference. They support, therefore, the 
final withdrawal from the Treaty of Sévres of the threat to the retention of 
Constantinople by the Turks in certain emergencies (see columns I and II of 
the annex), and, as suggested above, under the heading of Thrace, they 
would be prepared to permit a fixed number of Turkish troops to be stationed 
in European Thrace outside the reduced demilitarised zone (under the 
Sévres Treaty the whole of European Turkey is demilitarised and the 
Sultan’s bodyguard of 700 men is the only force allowed in Constantinople). 
The complete evacuation of Constantinople by the Allied troops (now 
about 14,000 bayonets), which was hinted at in London in March 1921, 
might now be offered as a condition of the final settlement. But the evacua- 
tion should not begin until Turkey has ratified the new treaty, the occupation 
being the most important pledge possessed by the Allies. 

16. As regards the Straits Commission, His Majesty’s Government feel 
that the Turks would be more likely to acquiesce in the provisions of the 
treaty if the Sévres régime were to be given a more definitely international 
complexion. They would therefore propose that in addition to the modifica- 
tions proposed by the London Conference (see column II of the annex) the 
direct intervention and control of the Allies might be replaced by putting 
the commission’s administration under the supervision of the League of 
Nations and by giving to the League the appointment of its members (these 
would remain as specified in the Sévres Treaty) on the recommendation 
of each Government concerned. In addition to being a concession to Turkey, 
such a change seems intrinsically desirable in that it would hand over 
definitely to an international body one of the greatest international water- 
ways of the world. At the same time, it is to be remembered that the change 
might possibly be misinterpreted by the United States; this is a point which 
should be discussed before the Allies come to a final decision upon the 
proposed change as a whole. 

17. As a further concession to Turkey, His Majesty’s Government would 
propose to maintain the reduction of the demilitarised zone proposed in 
March last at the London Conference (see column II of the annex). 

18. With regard to the Allied garrison, it may be possible to ensure the 
essential object of guaranteeing the defence of the Straits, and at the same 
time to mitigate Turkey’s objection to the continued presence of Allied 
troops in the neighbourhood of Constantinople, (a2) by withdrawing the 
troops of guarantee as soon as possible after ratification of the treaty to 
Chanak and Gallipoli (as proposed by the London Conference) (see column 
II of the annex): (a minimum garrison for the whole Sévres zone of three 
battalions, and two batteries of garrison artillery, &c., was proposed by 
Marshall Foch’s Committee in London in February 1920) ;?5 (6) by reducing 
the Allied garrison as a corollary of the reduction of the demilitarised zone; 
(c) by including small Turkish and Greek contingents in the Allied forces 
on the Turkish and Greek shores respectively—a proposal that is recom- 
mended by considerations both of policy and economy; (d) by providing in 

18 See Vol. VII, No. 14, Appendix 1. 
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the treaty that, after a specified interval, the duty of ensuring effective 
demilitarisation of the zone shall be transferred from the Allied garrison either 
to an international garrison chosen by, and responsible to, the League of 
Nations, or by a commission of experts sent yearly by the League to inspect 
the zone and report upon it. His Majesty’s Government would suggest 
that the Allied military experts might in the first instance be asked to report 
on these four proposals. 


(E)—Armenia. 

19. Before considering how the Armenian clauses of the Treaty of Sévres 
may be revised, it will be well briefly to review both the numbers and dis- 
tribution of the Armenian population, and the recent history of the Armenian 
provinces of Russia and Turkey. The Armenian people before the war was 
estimated at about 2,000,000 in Turkey and about 1,000,000 in Russia; the 
latest estimate (American, of February 1921) is 1,000,000 in Russian Armenia 
(including 400,000 Turkish refugees) and 500,000 in Turkey (including 
150,000 at Constantinople and 120,000 in Cilicia), i.e, a reduction by 
massacres, famine, &c., of about a million and a half. 

20. After the Turkish invasion of the Caucasus in 1915, Russia had by 
July 1916 occupied Trebizond, Erzin[j]an, Bitlisand Van (Turkish Armenia). 
After the Russian revolution in March 1918, Russia retired, and Turkey 
overran Russian Armenia, reaching Baku in September 1918. Turkish occu- 
pation ceased with the armistice of Mudros, November 1918, and the three 
Caucasian republics of Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijan maintained a pre- 
Carious existence up to the end of 1920. De facto recognition in January 1920, 
and de jure recognition by her signature of the Treaty of Sévres in August 
1920, were given by the Allies to Russian Armenia as an independent State. 

21. In November 1920, after a Kemalist attack, which reached Erivan, 
Armenia ceded the provinces of Kars and Ardahan to Kemalist Turkey. 
Simultaneously, Russian Soviet troops overran Russian Armenia, which 
has since, like Georgia and Azerbaijan, remained, except for a short interval, 
a part of the Russian Federal Soviet Republic. In October 1921, by the 
Treaty of Kars,!® Russia, Georgia and Armenia ceded half the province of 
Batoum and confirmed the cession of Kars and Ardahan to Turkey. 

22. This summary of events is sufficient to show the impracticability of 
attempting now to pursue the plan, contemplated by the Treaty of Sévres 
(see column I of the annex), of adding to Russian Armenia a portion of 
Turkish Armenia in order to form one independent State. The Armenian 
frontier in Turkey actually delimited by President Wilson,'? and corre- 
sponding roughly to Russia’s occupation of Turkish territory in 1916 (described 
above) is strongly held by Kemalist Turkey. Russia has lost territory in the 
Caucasus to Turkey. Neither the Allies nor other Powers have the men or 
the money to create an Armenian State or even a national home for Arme- 
nians (see the London Conference proposals, column II of the annex) in the 
inhospitable and inaccessible eastern vilayets of Turkey, even were the latter 


16 For the text, see B.F.S.P., vol. 120, pp. 906-13. 17 See No. 41, n. 11. 
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not known to be opposed to any such plan. In the main, Armenians in 
Turkey must trust to the minority provisions of the Treaty if the Allies can 
secure their proper execution. 

23. On the other hand, His Majesty’s Government desire to submit a 
suggestion for the possible discharge of the obligations to which all the Allies 
are equally committed, and the partial, even if inadequate, satisfaction of 
Armenia’s claims. It is that Turkey should be urged to accept some special 
régime on the lines of the Lebanon statute of 1861,'8 with either a Turk 
(chosen by agreement between the Allies or the League of Nations and 
Turkey) or a foreigner (preferably a French citizen, chosen by the League 
of Nations) as Governor, for a coastal district in Cilicia, either the whole 
vilayet of Adana with the Sanjak of Marash (to include Aintab) or the 
vilayet only, or a smaller area round Adana and Mersina (see map IV).3 

24. Before the war, according to American statistics the population of 
these areas was as follows:— 


Armenians. Greeks. 


Adana and Mersina sanjaks 20,000 
Adana vilayet 20,000 
Marash sanjak 1,000 

Total 41,000 





25. Since the armistice, the Armenian population has increased by the 
influx of refugees. 

26. The advantages of the above scheme are easily discernible. It would 
practically meet the proposal made by the Armenian delegation during the 
London Conference (see column II of the annex); it would give security to 
the Christian refugees already in Cilicia and likely to come from other parts 
of Turkey; the district in question is fertile, and being easily accessible from 
the sea, and in close proximity to the mandated territory of Syria, it is 
therefore peculiarly open to Allied pressure exercised by sea or land. 

27. His Majesty’s Government fully appreciate that France, by reason 
of her position in relation to Cilicia, and the obligations as regards the 
protection of minorities which she has acknowledged there, is perliaps in 
the best position to advise on such a solution. But the obligation to Armenia 
is an international one; and its binding character is felt with peculiar intensity 
in the British Parliament and by large sections of the British people. 


(F)—Mainorities. 

28. The ‘National Pact’ admits in principle the conclusion of Minority 
treaties with Turkey on the lines of the European Minority treaties. The 
peculiar conditions of a Moslem country would, however, render totally 
inadequate the provisions of these treaties as applied to Turkey—witness 
the main differences between the Minority provisions of the Treaty of Sévres 
and the Minority provisions of the treaties concluded in 1919 at Paris with 


18 For the text of this Protocol, signed at Pera on June g, 1861, see B.F.S.P., vol. 51, 
pp. 287-93. 
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European States as shown in column I of the annex. Further, with the 
revision of the Smyrna and Armenian clauses of the Treaty of Sévres, 
nearly 2,000,000 Greeks and Armenians will be left under Turkish sovereignty 
in Asia Minor. His Majesty’s Government, therefore, feel sure that the 
Allies will share their view that the guarantees provided for racial minorities 
in the Treaty of Sévres, so far from being weakened, should be enhanced, 
and they propose accordingly :— 


(a) The maintenance of the substance of the Sévres clauses, with only such 
drafting changes as would render their form more palatable to Turkey. 

(6) The insertion in the treaty of clauses analogous to the concluding 
clauses of the European Minority Treaties, confiding the direct 
supervision of the Minority provisions to the League of Nations. 

(c) The insertion in the treaty of a special clause appointing the League of 
Nations’ High Commissioner at Constantinople to watch the execution 
of the Minority provisions, with power to send delegates to different 
parts of Turkey to examine and report on alleged infractions. 

N.B.—It will be recalled that the League of Nations, on a motion 
of the last Assembly, have already decided to appoint a Minorities’ 
High Commissioner at Constantinople.'9 


(G)—Tripartite Agreement. 

2g. It is a matter of common knowledge that the conclusion of this agree- 
ment, and in particular the proposed communication to Turkey of a 
document which is regarded by the Turks as openly partitioning Asia 
Minor, has been one of the main Turkish objections to the Sévres settlement. 
In these circumstances there will be general agreement that, if possible, 
some method of securing the substance of this inter-Allied pact without a 
provocation of direct Turkish hostility should be found. His Majesty’s 
Government readily appreciate, however, that France and, in particular, Italy 
are primarily interested in the maintenance in some form or other of the 
advantages which this agreement secured to them. His Majesty’s Government 
therefore think it proper to await the views which the French and Italian dele- 
gations may desire to offer. They will content themselves here with repeat- 
ing the assurances which they have already given, that they, for their part, 
remain prepared to carry out the obligations which they have assumed 
towards France and Italy in the original agreement as signed at Sévres on 
the roth August, 1920. 


(H)—Financial Clauses. 


go. The financial provisions of the Treaty of Sévres (see column I of the 
annex) represented not only an agreement arrived at by the Allies after 
protracted negotiation, but in all probability the only scheme which would 
really provide both for the payment of Turkey’s pre-war debt and war 
19 For the resolution of September 23, 1921, appointing a League of Nations Commissioner 
in Constantinople, see League of Nations, Records of the Second Assembly Plenary Meetings, vol. 1, 
1921, p. 362. 
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claims, as well as for the effective rehabilitation of Turkey’s finances, and, 
as a consequence, of her administration and economic welfare. On the 
other hand, there seems no doubt that the foreign executive control of 
Turkey’s administration which the financial commission, as constituted by 
the Treaty of Sévres, implied, is regarded by Turkey as an excessive interfer- 
ence with her independence, even with the modifications of form proposed 
at the London Conference in March last. This situation was fully recognised 
by M. Briand at the Allied discussions at Paris in June. On that occasion, 
while pointing to France’s paramount interest in Turkish finance, he ex- 
pressed his willingness to seek a means of control which would secure Allied 
interests without offending Turkish susceptibilities. 

31. His Majesty’s Government, for their part, whilst obliged to point out 
that British private and official claims against the Turkish Government 
arising from the war exceed those of either of her Allies, readily acknowledges 
France’s preponderant interest in Turkish pre-war finance owing both to 
her major holding in the Turkish public debt, and to the larger amounts of 
capital sunk before the war in Turkish public works and industrial and 
commercial enterprises. His Majesty’s Government therefore prefer to 
await an expression of the French Government’s views as to the best method 
of reconciling the due payment of Turkey’s just obligations with the offer of 
acceptable financial terms to Turkey.?° 


(1)—Milttary Clauses. 

32. At the London Conference, considerable concessions affecting the 
numbers, distribution and officering of the Turkish forces were offered to 
Turkey upon the military provisions of the Treaty of Sévres. Whether 
these concessions will prove sufficient, whether, in particular, the organisa- 
tion and powers of the Military Inter-allied Commission of Control and 
Organisation, as laid down in the Treaty of Sévres, can be retained, must 
be a matter for discussion between the Allies. It seems possible, however, 
that in order to secure the essential objects of the abolition of conscription, 
the appointment of foreign officers for the Turkish gendarmerie, &c., and 
the desired limitation of the Turkish forces in numbers and armament some 
further modification of the military provisions may prove necessary. 


(K)—Other Provisions. 


33. Under this head His Majesty’s Government would propose that, 
where possible, the other concessions proposed to Turkey at the London 
Conference might be maintained, and the possibility of suppressing or 
modifying the penalty clauses (part VII of the Treaty of Sévres) be discussed. 
For the rest, it will doubtless be necessary to make some changes of detail 
in the economic clauses and in the drafting of some other stipulations or 
the Treaty of Sévres, not touched upon in the present memorandum. 


20 As Lord Curzon pointed out in discussions of his draft Memorandum, it was very 
undesirable that the British Government should incur the odium of imposing rigorous 
financial conditions on Turkey. 
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ANNEX 


Negotiations for Peace with Turkey 








1.—Treaty of Sévres, 11.—London Conference 111.—Paris Conference 
signed August 10, 1920. Proposals, March 1921. Proposals, June 1921. 
1. SMYRNA. 1. SMYRNA. 1. SMYRNA. 
AREA. AREA. AREA. 
Sanjak of Smyrna 1st Proposal. No discussion. 
plus Kazas of The conference proposed an 
Kassaba. Allied commission of enquiry into 
Manissa. population upon condition— 
pease earns (a) That Greece and Turkey 
vali (almost all). should accept the result. 
(6) That Greece and Turkey 
should accept the rest of the 
treaty (subject to possible 
modifications of certain clauses 
notably those about Kurdistan 
and Armenia). 
Turkey accepted subject to 
reservations. 
Greece refused. 
2nd Proposal. 
The conference then made 
a general proposal which in- 
cluded— 
Possible modification of 
Smyrna boundary (in favour 
of Turkey). 
No discussion. No reply. 
GOVERNMENT GOVERNMENT GOVERNMENT. 


(i) Sovereignty remains Tur- 
kish. Turkish flag. 

(il) Exercise of rights of 
Sovereignty is transferred to 
Greece. Greek administration. 

(iii) Local parliament. 

(iv) (Incorporation in Greece 
after five years on demand of 
local parliament.) 


The second proposal of the 
conference comprised the fol- 
lowing :— 

(i) Turkish sovereignty. 

(ui) District to be called a 
vilayet. 

(iii) A Christian governor of 
the district to be appointed by 
the Allies or League of Nations. 

An elective assembly. 

An elective council. 

(iv) An annuity to be paid to 
Turkey corresponding with the 
district’s prosperity. 

(v) The administrative per- 
sonnel to be recruited according 
to the racial distribution of the 
population as reported by an 
Allied commission. 

(vi) (Revision after five years 
by League of Nations on 
demand of either Greece or 
Turkey.) 
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Lord Curzon proposed and 
M. Briand accepted the follow- 
ing. The Italian Ambassador 
also accepted subject to his 
Government’s final approval. 

(i) Autonomy under Turkish 
sovereignty. 

(ii) A Christian governor. 





1.—Treaty of Sévres, 
signed August 10, 1920. 


11.—London Conference 
Proposals, March 1921. 


111.—Paris Conference 
Proposals, June 1921. 





1. SMYRNA (contd.). 


DEFENCE AND ORDER. 
Greek garrison. 


2. WESTERN THRACE 
AREA. 


Western Thrace lies on the 
fEgean, between the River 
Maritsa and the mouth of the 
River Mesta (Kara Su), and 
extends inland some 30 miles. 


1. SMYRNA (contd.). 


The Greek delegation 
accepted subject to the follow- 
ing reservations as to (iii) (iv) 
and (v):— 

(iii) The Christian governor 
should be appointed by Greece 
with the consent of the League 
of Nations or vice versa. 

(iv) Before the payment of 
an annuity to Turkey Greece 
should first of all take a quota 
herself and deduct admini- 
strative expenses. 

(v) The administrative per- 
sonnel should be determined 
according to the result of a 
ballot; a minority should 
supply at least one-third of the 


personnel. 
No reply from Turkey. 


DEFENCE AND ORDER. 


The second proposal of the 
conference comprised :— 

(i) A Greek garrison in 
Smyrna town. 

(ii) Outside the town, the 
gendarmerie to be officered by 
the Allies and recruited accord- 
ing to the racial distribution of 
the population, as reported by 
an Allied commission. 


The Greek delegation ac- 
cepted subject to the following 
reservations :— 


(i) Greece should fix the 
size of the garrison, and, in case 
of need, be able to move it to 
the frontier of the district to 
repel invasion. 

(ii) The gendarmerie should 
be organised by Greek ‘cadres,’ 
and the racial proportions of 
the population should be 
determined by ballot rather 
than by a commission. 

No reply from Turkey. 


2. WESTERN THRACE. 
AREA. 
Not discussed. 
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1. SMYRNA (contd.). 


DEFENCE AND ORDER. 


Lord Curzon proposed, M. 
Briand accepted, and_ the 
Italian Ambassador accepted 
subject to the Italian Govern- 
ment’s approval :— 

(i) A mixed gendarmerie under 
Allied officers. 

(ii) Withdrawal of Greek 
troops as soon as the gendar- 
merie should be in working 
order. 


2. WESTERN THRACE. 
AREA. 
Not discussed. 





1.—Treaty of Sévres, 
signed August 10, 1920. 


11.—London Conference 
Proposals, March 1921. 


111.—Paris Conference 
Proposals, June 1921. 





2 WESTERN THRACE 
(contd.). 


GOVERNMENT. 


Before the war, Bulgarian. 
Ceded by Bulgaria to the 
Allies by Treaty of Neuilly 
1919. 

Transferred August 1920, 
under a separate treaty (not 
yet ratified), by the Allies to 
Greece in full sovereignty, with 
the proviso that Dedeagatch 
should be a port ‘of inter- 
national concern,’ and should 
contain a Bulgarian zone to 
facilitate the transit trade with 
Bulgaria. 


DEFENCE AND ORDER. 
Greek forces. 


g. EASTERN THRACE. 


AREA. 
From River Maritsa_ to 
within about 15 miles of 


Chatalja lines, plus an area, 
south-west of Adrianople and 
west of the Maritsa, of about 
30 by 20 miles. 


GOVERNMENT. 


Ceded, under Treaty of 
Sévres, by Turkey to Greece in 
full sovereignty, subject to:— 

(i) General guarantees for 
minorities, especially Jews and 
Vlachs. 

(ii) Guarantees for the pro- 
tection of Moslem mosques and 
other institutions, and for the 
observance of Moslem practice 
in respect of questions of family 
law and personal status. 

(iii) Representation of all 
the racial elements of the town 
of Adrianople upon the Munici- 
pal Council. 


2. WESTERN THRACE 
(contd.). 


GOVERNMENT. 
Not discussed. 


DEFENCE AND ORDER. 
Not discussed. 


3. EASTERN THRACE. 
AREA. 
1st Proposal. 

The conference made the 
same proposal as for Smyrna, 
viz., an Allied commission of 
enquiry into the population on 
stated conditions. 

Turkey accepted with reser- 
vations. 

Greece refused. 

The and proposal regarding 
Smyrna, &c., contained no 
reference to Thrace. 


GOVERNMENT. 
Not discussed. 
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2. WESTERN THRACE 
(contd.). 


GOVERNMENT. 
Not discussed. 


DEFENCE AND ORDER. 
Not discussed. 


3. EASTERN THRACE. 
AREA. 


No discussion. 


GOVERNMENT. 


Lord Curzon proposed the 
enforcement of the provisions 
in favour of the Moslem popu- 
lation and institutions, and 
especially those concerning 
Adrianople. 

M. Briand suggested an 
autonomous zone. Lord Curzon 
was unable to accept this. 

M. Briand then revived the 
suggestion for a commission of 
enquiry. The Italian Ambassa- 
dor agreed personally. Lord 
Curzon pointed out that it 
would mean a refusal by 
Greece. 


1.—Treaty of Sévres, 
signed August 10, 1920. 


3. EASTERN THRACE 
(contd.). 
Adrianople executive to be 
open to Moslems. 
Inalienability of mosques in 
Adrianople. 


DEFENCE AND ORDER. 


Greek forces except in the 
demilitarised zone of the 
Straits. 


4. CONSTANTINOPLE, 
THE STRAITS AND DE- 
MILITARISED ZONE. 


CONSTANTINOPLE. 


Constantinople to be the capital 
of Turkey and the residence of 
the Sultan. The Allies, how- 
ever, to have the right to 
modify this arrangement in 
the event of Turkey failing to 
carry out the treaty in general 
and the minorities clauses in 
particular. 


STRAITS. 

(i) The Straits Commisston to 
consist of the following repre- 
sentatives with two votes each 
and a rotatory right to the 
chairmanship :-— 

American (if and when 
America willing to partici- 
pate), 

British, 

French, 

Italian, 

Japanese, 

Russian (when Russia joins 
League of Nations), 

and of the following repre- 
sentatives with only one vote 
each :— 

Greek, 

Roumanian, 

Bulgarian (when Bulgaria 
enters League of Nations). 

Turkish (when Turkey enters 
League of Nations). 


11.—London Conference 
Proposals, March 1921. 


3. EASTERN THRACE 
(contd.). 


DEFENCE AND ORDER. 
Not discussed. 


4. . CONSTANTINOPLE, 
THE STRAITS AND DE- 
MILITARISED ZONE. 


CONSTANTINOPLE. 
The conference suggested— 


(i) The withdrawal of the 
threat to the independence of 
Constantinople. 

(ii) The possibility of rapid 
evacuation. 

Greece refused this among 
other suggestions. 

No Turkish answer was 
received. 


STRAITs. 


The conference suggested 
that the permanent chatrman 
of the Straits Commission 
should be a Turk with two 
votes. 

Refused by Greeks among 
other suggestions. 

No answer from the Turks. 
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111.—Paris Conference 
Proposals, June rga2r. 


3. EASTERN THRACE 
(contd.). 


The whole question of 
Thrace was reserved. 


DEFENCE AND ORDER. 

Lord Curzon proposed the 
demilitarisation of an area north- 
west of the Chatalja lines. 

M. Briand suggested an 
international gendarmerie. Lord 
Curzon could not accept the 
suggestion. 

Reserved. 


4. CONSTANTINOPLE, 
THE STRAITS AND DE- 
MILITARISED ZONE. 


CONSTANTINOPLE. 


M. Briand mentioned that 
he favoured early evacuation. 
Not otherwise discussed. 


STRAITS. 
No discussion. 





1.—Treaty of Sévres, 
signed August 10, 1920. 


11.—London Conference 
Proposals, March 1921. 


111.—Paris Conference 
Proposals, June 1921. 





4. CONSTANTINOPLE, 
STRAITS, &c. (contd.). 
Straits (contd.). 

(ii) The Straits Commission 
to control the waters of the 
Straits and maintain freedom 
of passage to all ships and air- 
craft calling on the Allied 
garrison for help when neces- 


(iii) The Straits Commis- 
sion— 

(a) to be responsible for the 
usual harbour works and 
services; 

(5) to have its own budget 
and to levy dues; 

(¢) to have its own police 
force recruited locally and 
officered by the Allies. 


DEMILITARISED ZONE. 

(i) the demilitarised zone to 
consist of:— 

The Gallipoli Peninsula. 

The Asiatic shore of the 
Dardanelles to an approximate 
depth of 60 miles inland. 

A strip about 15 miles deep 
along the European shore of 
the Sea of Marmora. 

The European side of the 
Bosphorus to a depth of about 
50 miles north of Constanti- 
nople. 

On the Asiatic side of the 
Bosphorus, the whole Ismid 
Peninsula. 

A strip about 25 miles deep 
along the Asiatic shore of the 
Sea of Marmora (leaving 
Brussa outside the zone). 

The Marmora Islands. 

The islands of Lemnos. 

Imbros, 
Samothrace, 
Tenedos, 
Mitylene. 


(ii) In the demilitarised 
zone all military works to be 
destroyed and none con- 
structed. The zone not to be 
used for military purposes 
except by the three Allies 
acting jointly. 


4. | CONSTANTINOPLE, 
STRAITS, &c. (contd.). 


Straits (contd.). 


DEMILITARISED ZONE. 


The conference’s final pro- 
posals included: 

(i) Demilitarised zone to be 
reduced to— 

(a) 25 kilom. either side of 
Bosphorus. 

(6) At Dardanelles: Galli- 
poli up to Rodosto; and from 
Tenedos to Karabigha. 

(c) Islands in A.gean which 
command Dardanelles. 

(ii) Possibility of allowing 
Turkey free passage across 
Bosphorus end of demili- 
tarised zone. 

Greece rejected these and 
all the other proposals. 

No answer was_ received 
from Turkey. 
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4. CONSTANTINOPLE, 
STRAITS, &c. (contd.). 


STRAITS (contd.). 


DEMILITARISED ZONE. 


Lord Curzon made the 
above-mentioned suggestion 
for the demilitarisation of an 
additional zone north-west of 
the Chatalja lines. 

Reserved. 


1.—Treaty of Sévres, 
signed August 10, 1920. 


4. CONSTANTINOPLE, 
STRAITS, &c. (contd.). 


Straits (contd.). 
(iii) Local Greek and Tur- 


kish gendarmerie to be under 
the Allied command. 


ALLIED GARRISON. 


The three Allies to keep a 
military and air garrison to 
maintain the freedom of the 
Straits; numbers of garrison to 
be fixed by three Allies. Each 
of the three Allies to have a 


guardship. 


5. ARMENIA. 
AREA. 


The President of the United 
States is to ascribe to the 
Armenian Republic of Erivan 
such parts as he thinks fit of 
the following Turkish vila- 
yets:— 

Erzerum. 
Trebizond. 
Van 

Bitlis. 

He may provide for Armen- 
ian access to the sea. 


GOVERNMENT. 

The territory deliminated[sic] 
by President Wilson to be ceded 
by Turkey to Armenia in full 
sovereignty and to form part of 
the then independent Armen- 
ian Republic, a signatory of 
the treaty. 


DEFENCE AND ORDER. 


Armenian forces. 

The President of the United 
States may also provide for the 
demilitarisation of the adjacent 
Turkish territory. 


1r1.—London Conference 
Proposals, March 1921. 


4. CONSTANTINOPLE, 
STRAITS, &c. (contd.). 


STRAITS (contd.). 


ALLIED GARRISON. 
Possibility of Allied garrison 
being limited to Chanak and 
Gallipoli. 


5. ARMENIA. 
AREA. 


The conference proposed the 
adaptation of the treaty clauses, 
provided that Turkey should 
recognise the right of Turkish 
Armenians to a national home 
on the Eastern Turkish frontier 
and should accept the decision 
of a commission appointed by 
the League of Nations as to 
territory to be transferred 
from Turkey to Armenia. 

This proposal was in accord 
with the demands of the 
Armenian delegates. 

Turkish reply not received. 


GOVERNMENT. 
Not discussed. 


DEFENCE AND ORDER. 
Not discussed. 
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111.—Paris Conference 
Proposals, June 1921. 


4. | CONSTANTINOPLE, 
STRAITS, &c. (contd.). 


StRaITs (contd.). 


ALLIED GARRISON. 


At Paris Conference in 
August 1921 military advisers 
were asked to consider numbers 
of garrison to defend Darda- 
nelles. They understood terms 
of reference to be defence in 
the existing situation, t.e., 
against a Kemalist threat, and 
recommended twelve batta- 
lions with cavalry, artillery 
and air forces (French and 
Italian recommendation), or 
eighteen battalions with caval- 
ry, &c. (British recommenda- 
tion). 


5. ARMENIA. 
AREA. 
Not discussed. 


GOVERNMENT. 
Not discussed. 


DEFENCE AND ORDER. 
Not discussed. 


1.—Treaty of Sévres, 
signed August 10, 1920. 


5. ARMENIA (contd.). 
AREA (contd.). 


N.B.—In December 1920 
President Wilson recommended 
a frontier line between Turkey 
and Armenia which included 
in the latter nearly the whole 
of the vilayets of Van, Bitlis 
and Erzerum, and a large part 
of the vilayet of Trebizond, 
including the port of that 
name. He also recommended 
that the superior officers of the 
Turkish gendarmerie in the 
neighbouring Turkish _ terri- 
tory should be foreign and 
should specially report to the 
Allied Military Commission at 
Constantinople of any signs of 
Turkish military preparations 
against Armenia. 


6. MINORITIES. 

(1) Provisions corresponding 
to those in the Hungarian, 
Bulgarian, &c., treaties, viz:— 

(i) Protection of life and 
liberty. 

(ii) Religious freedom. 

(iii) Freedom for use of any 
language. 

(iv) Scholastic freedom. 

(v) Political and civil 
equality. 

(vi) General 
dence by the 
Nations. 

(2) Provisions appropriate 
to the special circumstances in 
Turkey, viz. :— 


superinten- 
League of 


(i) Mixed commissions 
under the League of 
Nations :— 


(a) To recover Christians 
forcibly converted to Islam. 

(65) To recover other sur- 
vivors of deportations and 
massacres. 

(c) To recover their stolen 
or confiscated property. 

(d) To take administrative 
measures to re-establish these 
people in their homes. 

(ii) Turkey reaffirms the 
ecclesiastic and _ scholastic 


1r1.—London Conference 
Proposals, March rg2r. 


5. ARMENIA (contd.). 
AREA (contd.). 

N.B.—The Armenian dele- 
gation also asked for admini- 
strative autonomy for Cilicia 
with a gendarmerie of local 
Christians. The French repre- 
sentatives doubted the practi- 
cability of this, but stated that 
France was determined to do 
everything possible for the 


minorities in Cilicia. 


6. MINORITIES. 
Not discussed. 
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111.—Paris Conference 
Proposals, June 1921. 


5. ARMENIA (conid.). 
AREA (contd.). 


6. MINORITIES. 
Not discussed. 








1.—Treaty of Sévres, 
signed August 10, 1920. 


11.—London Conference 
Proposals, March 1921. 


111.—Paris Conference 
Proposals, June 1921. 





6. ARMENIA (contd.). 


privileges of the non-Moslem 
communities and cancels all 
legislation contrary thereto. 

(iii) The Allies, in consul- 
tation with the League of 
Nations, to decide on measures 
for the execution of these 
clauses. 

(3) See guarantees for 
Moslems in Eastern Thrace 
(above). 

(4) See Tripartite Agree- 
ment (below) 


7. TRIPARTITE AGREE- 
MENT. 

This is an agreement be- 
tween Great Britain, France 
and Italy which is to take effect 
with the Treaty of Sévres and 
is to be communicated to 
Turkey :— 

(1) The three Allies to be 
equal on all commissions for 
reorganising Turkish admini- 
stration and for protecting 
minorities. 

(2) A zone of special French 
interests to be recognised in 
south-east Anatolia, viz., a 
triangular zone lying north of 
Syria, comprising Cilicia, and 
running north to Sivas. 

A zone of special Italian in- 
terests to be recognised between 
the French zone and _ the 
Smyrna zone, #.¢., in south and 
south-west Anatolia. 

The three Governments 
undertake to recognise the 
prior right of France and 
Italy to seek economic con- 
cessions in their respective 
zones. 

(3) An Anglo-Franco- 
Italian financial group to take 
over the Bagdad Railway (in 
territory remaining Turkish) ; 
the French share to comprise 
the section in the French zone. 

(4) Great Britain and 
France recognise that con- 
cessions in the Heraclea coal 
basin (on Black Sea) are 
reserved for Italy. 


6. ARMENIA (contd.). 


Not discussed. 


Not discussed. 


7. TRIPARTITE AGREE- 
MENT. 


No discussion. 
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6. ARMENIA (contd.). 


See Eastern Thrace (above). 


See Tripartite Agreement 
(below). 


7. TRIPARTITE AGREE- 
MENT. 


Since the zones of influence 
appeared to be regarded by 
Turkey as severe encroach- 
ment on her sovereignty, the 
desirability of modifying or 
abolishing the agreement was 
discussed. It was thought 
that French and Italian rights 
might be secured by a formula 
more acceptable to Turkey, 
and that a self-denying ‘under- 
taking between gentlemen’ might 
satisfy Italy. 

The Italian Ambassador 
made the fullest reservations as 
to the abrogation or modifica- 
tion of the Tripartite Agree- 
ment. 

No decision. 


1.—Treaty of Sévres, 
signed August I0, 1920. 


7. TRIPARTITE AGREE- 


MENT (contd.). 
(5) Great Britain and 
France to recognise one 


another’s prior right to eco- 
nomic concessions in their 
respective mandated territories. 

(6) France and Italy under- 
take to supervise the execution 
of the minorities clauses in their 
respective zones. 


8. FINANCIAL CLAUSES. 

(1) A Financial Commis- 
sion to consist of representa- 
tives of — 


Great Britain. 

France. 

Italy. 

Turkey (consultative only). 

(2) The Financial Com- 
mission to control both revenue 
and expenditure: Parliamentary 
modifications of the budget to 
be subject to the approval of 
the Commission. 

(3) The Financial Commis- 
sion to control— 


A Financial Inspectorate. 

Currency. 

Government loans. 

Grant of concessions. 

Customs tariff. 

Taxation of Allied nationals. 

Administration of the Public 
Debt. 


(4) The Financial Com- 
mission to allot Turkish revenue 
in the following order of 
priority :— 

1. Salaries and expenses of 
Financial Commission. 

2. Current expenses of Allied 
garrison after entry into force 
of treaty. 

g. Service of pre-war Public 
Debt. 

4. Repayment of expenses of 
Allied armies of occupation, 


11.—London Conference 
Proposals, March 1921. 


7. TRIPARTITE AGREE- 
MENT (contd.). 


(6) The Armenian delega- 
tion asked for administrative 
autonomy for Cilicia, together 
with a gendarmerie of local 
Christians. 

The French representatives 
doubted the practicability of 
this, but stated that France 
was determined to do every- 
thing possible for the minori- 
ties in Cilicia. 


8. FINANCIAL CLAUSES. 

The conference proposed— 

(i) That the honorary presi- 
dent should be Turkish. 

(ii) That the Turkish delegate 
should have a vote on all 
internal questions but only a 
consultative voice in questions 
specially affecting the Allies. 

(iti) That parliament should 
have the right to modify the 
budget; but if such modifica- 
tions disturb the financial 
equilibrium, the budget should 
be submitted to the Financial 
Commission again. 

(iv) That the Turkish 
Government should be free to 
grant concessions, but that the 
Minister of Finance should 
first consult with the Financial 
Commission as to the desira- 
bility of such concessions. 
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111.—Paris Conference 
Proposals, June 1921. 


7. TRIPARTITE AGREE- 
MENT (contd.). 


(6) Lord Curzon insisted 
that the duty of France and 
Italy to protect minorities in 
their zones must not be allowed 


to lapse. 


8. FINANCIAL CLAUSES. 

M. Briand agreed with Lord 
Curzon that a means of control 
might be found which, while 
securing Allied interests, would 
not offend Turkish suscep- 
tibilities. 





1.—Treaty of Sévres, 
signed August 10, 1920. 


11.—~London Conference 
Proposals, March 1921. 


i] 


111.—Paris Conference 
Proposals, June 1921. 





8. FINANCIAL CLAUSES 
(contd.). 

during armistice, in Turkey 
and Syria (British army). 

5- Expenses of Turkish 
administration. 

6. War claims of Allied 
nationals. 


g. MILITARY CLAUSES. 

(1) The Turkish army is 
reduced to:— 

(a) Gendarmerie, 35,000. 

(6) Special elements to 
reinforce the gendarmerie and 
to defend the frontiers, 15,000; 
a low proportion of officers 
and n.c.os. 


(2) These forces are distri- 
buted over Turkey by the Allies 
and tied to their particular 
districts. 

(3) Not more than 15 per 
cent. of the officers to be Allied 
or neutral instructors. In any 
one district the foreign officers to 
be of the same nationality. 

(4) Voluntary enlistment. No 
conscription. 

(5) Turkish munition stocks 
are specifically limited. Further 
manufacture only by Allied 
consent. 

(6) The Military Commis- 
ston of Control and Organisation 
will consist of representatives 
of— 

Great Britain. 

France. 

Italy. 

Japan. 

The commission is to— 

(a) Control demobilisation 
and disarmament. 

(6) Organise, in collabora- 
tion with Turkey, the new 
forces authorised (see 1). 


10. OTHER CLAUSES, 
upon which proposals were 
made at the London Con- 
ference, March 1!1921—see 
column IT. 


8. FINANCIAL CLAUSES 
(contd.). 


9. MILITARY CLAUSES. 
The conference proposed :— 
(i) Gendarmerie to be in- 
creased to 45,000; special ele- 
ments to be increased to 30,000. 

(ii) Turkey to distribute her 
own forces in agreement with 
the Allies. 

(iii) Fewer foreign officers 
and more Turkish officers and 
N.C.0s. 

(iv) Extension of period for 
demobilisation and disarmament. 

This was included in general 
proposals to which no Turkish 
answer was received. 


10. OTHER PROPOSALS. 


The conference made the 
following additional propo- 
sals :— 

Admission of Turkey to League 
of Nations to be facilitated on 
proof that Turkey is willing to 
Carry out treaty. 
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8. FINANCIAL CLAUSES 
(contd.). 


g. MILITARY CLAUSES. 
Not discussed. 


10. OTHER PROPOSALS. 


1.—Treaty of Sévres, 
signed August 10, 1920. 


10. OTHER CLAUSES 


11.—London Conference 
Proposals, March 1921. 


10. OTHER PROPOSALS 


111.—Paris Conference 


Proposals, June 1921. 


10. OTHER PROPOSALS 


(contd.). 
KURDISTAN. 
1. Area lying between 
Armenia, Persia, Mesopota- 


mia, Syria and the Euphrates. 

2. A commission of represen- 

tatives of — 

Great Britain, 

France, 

Italy 
to devise a scheme of local 
autonomy, with safeguards for 
Assyro-Chaldeans and other 
minorities. 

3. Turkey to grant independ- 
ence on demand addressed by 
the majority of the population 
to the League of Nations. 


JUDICIAL ComMISSION. 


Judicial reform to be elabo- 
rated by a commission repre- 
senting— 

Great Britain. 
France. 
Italy. 
Japan. 
NAVAL CLAUSES. 
Turkish fleet reduced to— 
7 sloops. 
6 torpedo boats. 
FOREIGN Post OFFICES. 


To be_ re-established in 
Turkey. 


(contd.). 
KURDISTAN. 
Modification of clauses in 
accordance with prevailing 
circumstances, provided that 
Turkey should give facilities 
for autonomy and for protection 


of Kurds and Assyrians. 


JupiciAL Commission 


The conference proposed 
that Turkey should be repre- 
sented. 


NAVAL CLAUSES. 


The conference suggested a 
possible increase. 


ForEIGN Post OFFICES. 


The conference suggested 
the possibility of suppression. 


(contd.). 
KURDISTAN. 
Not discussed. 


JupictaAL CommMIssIoNn. 
Not discussed. 


NAVAL CLAUSES. 
Not discussed. 


FOREIGN Post OFFICES. 
Not discussed. 


Note.—Greece refused the 
Allied offer of mediation after 
the June conference in Paris. 
The above proposals were 
therefore not made either to 
her or Turkey. 





No. 497 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to the Greek Charge d’ Affaires 


Sir :— 


[E 13872/143/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, December 31, 1921 


In your note No. 4765/St/21 of the 28th ultimo,'! you drew my attention 
to three points in regard to which the Greek Government considered that 


1 Not printed. See No. 463, n. 3. 
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the Allied Governments had failed to maintain an attitude of strict neu- 
trality as between Greece and the Kemalist Turks, namely:—(1) the with- 
holding from the Greek naval authorities of the right of search in respect of 
Allied vessels, (2) the alleged handing over of French war material in Cilicia 
to the Nationalists, and (3) the alleged unneutral use of the Haidar Pasha— 
Ada Bazar Railway. 

2. As regards the first point I have the honour to inform you that His 
Majesty’s Government are prepared to recognise the right of visit and search 
outside neutral territorial waters by the Greek naval authorities as far as 
British merchant vessels are concerned. It should however be clearly under- 
stood that this recognition by His Majesty’s Government cannot be taken 
as in any way prejudicing the right of the French and Italian Governments 
to take the contrary view. 

g. The second question is not one in which His Majesty’s Government can 
intervene, and the Greek Government should address any representations 
which they may wish to make on the subject to the French Government in 
Paris. 

4. In regard to the third point, namely, the alleged unneutral use of 
the Haidar Pasha—Ada Bazar Railway, the complaints of the Greek Govern- 
ment would appear to lack foundation. I understand that at present the 
only train on this line runs three times a week and includes only three or 
four passenger coaches. It is therefore clearly impossible that ‘tens of thou- 
sands of Turks of military age’ should reach the enemy lines by this route, 
as alleged in the 4th paragraph of your note. Nor would the closing of the 
railway to Turkish passengers of military age in itself prevent such persons 
from proceeding from Constantinople to Anatolia, since those who might be 
prevented from using the railway, would still be able to use the roads. 

5- I would point out moreover that, by a proclamation issued by the 
Allied High Commissioners on March 13th last, recruiting is forbidden in the 
area occupied by the Allies, but that it is specially laid down that individual 
nationals of either Greece or Turkey may freely proceed to Greece or to the 
unoccupied districts of Turkey. So that no interference with the movement 
of individual Turks would appear possible. 

6. In the view the foregoing considerations, and of the fact that the trains 
on this railway are required to feed the population of Constantinople, in- 
cluding Greeks and numerous refugees, His Majesty’s Government regret 
that they do not see their way to take any action in this matter in the sense 
suggested in your note. 

I have, &c., 
(For the Secretary of State)? 


2 Signature missing on filed copy. 
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CHAPTER Ill 


Correspondence and Memoranda 


January 1—March 21, 1922 


No. 498 


Sir R. Graham (Rome) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewved Fanuary 3, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 2 Telegraphic [E 111/5/44) 


ROME, January 2, 1922, 9.00 p.m. 

Your despatch No. 1095 Secret,! reached me last night. I saw Minister 
for Foreign Affairs (? this morning), conveying. to him memorandum with 
maps, and impressed very strongly upon him necessity for extreme secrecy. 
His Excellency entirely agreed. 

Marquis della Torre[tta] told me he had just had second interview with 
M. Gounaris.? | 

First interview had been thoroughly unsatisfactory and Greeks had been 
entirely intractable, but at second they had been more reasonable. His 
Excellency’s opinion was that they would agree to retire from Asia Minor 
so long as (? the future of) Christians could be assured, but that they would 
cling tightly to all they had secured in Thrace. 

As His Excellency was due at a cabinet meeting we had no time for 
further discussion but he asked me to thank your Lordship for your communi- 
cation, which he would consider at once, with great care. 

He added that he had not yet received any official invitation to Paris from 
French government, and that his agreement to come there on January gth 
must be subject to Cannes conference? being finished in time to allow it. 


1 No. 496. 

2 See No. 493. 

3 For the Conference of Cannes, January 6-13, 1922, see Survey of International Affairs, 
1920-3 (1925), pp. 20-4, and for the financial resolutions of the Conference, see Cmd. 1621 
of 1922. 
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No. 499 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Mr. Bentinck (Athens) 
No. 2 Telegraphic [C 24179/60/19] 
Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, January 3, 1922, 6 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 629 (of goth December.' Financial agreement with 
Greece). 

Agreement has been signed with Monsieur Gounaris of which the following 
are the chief points. 

(1) Although advances to Greece under 1918 agreement? have not beer 
repaid, His Majesty's Government consent to the assignment of security by 
Greece to a loan to be raised in Great Britain up to £15,000,000.3 

(2) No part of the proceeds to be used for repaying advances made by 
United States of America. 

(3) As much as possible of the proceeds to be expended in Great Britain 
on British goods. 

(4) Greek government waive all claim to further advances out of 
£10,000,000 credit provided for in 1918 agreement, and to any advances out 
of the £2,000,000 credit of 1919 agreement.‘ 

(5§) As regards debt for supplies and services rendered prior to July Ist 
1919, Greek government will furnish acknowledgement of indebtedness for 
a round sum of £9,000,000. This figure will be adjusted as soon as the exact 
total is ascertained ; His Majesty’s Government reserve right to ask for Greek 
Treasury bills to the amount of such total later. 

(6) His Majesty’s Government will renew for further 12 months Greek 
Treasury bills for {2,100,000 which fell due on October 2oth 1921.5 

Text‘ follows by bag. 

The above agreement does not constitute raising of financial blockade of 
Greece, nor does it imply that His Majesty’s Government are themselves 
prepared to give Greek government financial assistance. His Majesty’s 
Government merely waive the lien on Greek security which they held under 
the 1918 agreement. This will undoubtedly facilitate Greek endeavour to 
obtain a loan on the London market, but will by no means ensure their 
being able to do so. 

You should make the above quite clear if questioned on the subject. 


t No. 495. 2 See No. 11, n. 4. 

3 Cf. No. 493. 

4 See The Times of December 6, 1919, p. 21. 

5 These were in respect of the expired portion (£6,500,000) of the 1918 credit. 

6 The text of the Agreement of December 22 had been transmitted to the Foreign Office 
by the Treasury under cover of Treasury letter No. F. 3512 of December 31, 1921. 
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No. 500 


Letter from Mr. Oliphant to the Italian Ambassador 
[E 14249/22/44) 


FOREIGN OFFICE, January 4, 192[2] 
Your Excellency :— 

In reply to your Excellency’s note No. 3152 of the 18th ultimo! relative 
to the distribution as between the three allied governments, of posts connec- 
ted with the financial and military commissions in Turkey, I have the honour 
to state that His Majesty’s Government will give careful consideration to 
the proposals made by the Italian Government, but consider it desirable to 
postpone a full reply until the general question of the revision of the treaty 
of Sévres shall have been discussed by the allied foreign ministers at the forth- 
coming meeting in Paris. 

I have, &c., 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 


1 This note was a reply to the British note of October 3 (No. 400). It stated: “The Italian 
Government must insist on the principle of rotation of the posts in the Military Sub- 
Commissions.’ It went on to say: “The Italian Government take note of the concurrence 
of the British Government in the creation of a special post—to be assigned to an Italian—of 
liaison officer between the Turkish Ministries of Finance, Commerce and Public Works, on 
the one hand, and the Financia] Commission, on the other, with the special object in view 
of a reciprocal agreement regarding concessions. 

‘The British Government’s agreement is, however, obtained to the principle that the 
Financial Commission in the execution of its instructions may create subsidiary posts to be 
divided equally between the nationals of the three interested Allied Powers. 

‘There might be created therefore three secondary posts, viz., the secretary-general of the 
commission, the director-general of customs, and the representative of the commission 
attached to the Ministries of Agriculture, Commerce and Public Works to inspect con- 
cession documents and to supervise their application .... 

‘It is clear, however, that unless the treaty stipulates the appointment of the representative 
of the Financial Commission to be attached to the Ministries of Agriculture, Commerce 
and Public Works, this appointment will never be accepted by the Ottoman Government. 
It is thus necessary that such a post should be expressly provided for in the new text of the 
Peace Treaty with Turkey.’ 


No. 501 
Sir H, Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received Fanuary 7, 6 p.m.) 
No. 13 Telegraphic [E 320/5/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, January 6, 1922, 11.50 p.m. 


Signor T'uozzi,' who arrived at Constantinople two days ago from Angora 
which he left on 11th ultimo, has kindly given me following appreciation of 
situation in Anatolia. 


™ See No. 457. 
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Political situation. 

Mustapha Kemal’s position is stronger than ever. As president of national 
assembly and commander-in-chief of nationalist forces, his power is that of 
a dictator. Present resolve of Angora government is to establish future 
capital of Turkey either at Angora or at some other spot in Anatolia. Sultan 
would be left at Constantinople. By fixing seat of national assembly in 
Anatolia, Mustapha Kemal counts on escaping from pressure which can be 
applied to a Turkish government established at Constantinople. A Turkish 
government having its seat in Anatolia would also be at greater liberty to 
intrigue with or against surrounding states. Mustapha Kemal, who is now 
inspired as much by personal ambition as by patriotism, also feels he would 
no longer be the same personage if Constantinople were maintained as capital 
of Turkey. The man next in importance to Mustapha Kemal is his personal 
friend Fethi Bey, minister of the interior, and one of Malta deportees. Refet 
Pasha does not count for much. 

The partisans of Enver do not constitute a danger to Mustapha Kemal in 
present circumstances though matters might be different if Mustapha Kemal 
suffered a set back. 

When Signor Tuozzi arrived at Angora, the nationalists declared openly 
that their policy was to make separate agreements with the three allied 
powers thus leaving Greeks isolated. Nationalists think allies have abandoned 
Greek cause though recently reported lifting of (? financial) embargo? in case 
of Greece will in Signor Tuozzi’s opinion have a salutary effect on national- 
ists. Latter were immensely elated by Franklin-Bouillon agreement? and are 
counting on French to support their claims at forthcoming peace conference. 
Angora government do not like the prospect of this peace conference, but 
are prepared to attend it. 

Angora government were much mortified at Signor Tuozzi’s departure 
without concluding an agreement and they made many advances to him at 
last minute. They realize that their policy of making separate agreements 
with allies has failed, for, although Henry mission* encouraged them for 
the moment and was exploited in the country, Youssouf Kemal eventually 
admitted to Signor Tuozzi that it was not a serious mission. 

Relations with Bolsheviks are characterized by mutual suspicion and 
Nationalists realize that situation of Soviet government is not nearly as strong 
as it was. Nationalists are receiving a diminishing quantity of arms and 
munitions of war from Bolsheviks. These arms etc. are delivered at Black 
Sea ports, and Signor Tuozzi considers that they should be intercepted. He 
expressed personal opinion that his government ought to concede the right 
of search to Greeks.5 

Representatives of other eastern states such as Afghanistan are busy in- 
triguing at Angora and nationalists indulge in illusion that there is serious 
trouble in India. They attach undue importance to propaganda they are 
attempting to carry out in India through Afghanistan. 


2 See No. 499. 3 See No. 423, n. 2. 4 See No. 488. 
5 Cf. No. 420. 
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There is much discontent in Anatolia as is shown by appearance of armed 
bands whose suppression taxes the resources of Angora government. Ap- 
pearance of these armed bands is becoming more and more frequent and 
Signor Tuozzi thinks that just as Kemalist movement had its origin in for- 
mation of bands, so it may collapse through the agency of bands. Gendarmes 
have to scour the country for deserters and persons unwilling to serve in the 
army. 

Military situation. 

Kemalists are short of arms, munitions of war and money. This is likely 
to hamper their future operations. Signor Tuozzi does not however think 
that Greeks can inflict a decisive military defeat on Kemalists. On the other 
hand he does not admit that Greeks have been worsted in the campaign to 
the extent that Kemalists appear to make out. Kiazim Karabekir® is the 
only general who stands up to Mustapha Kemal and resists attempts on the 
part of the latter to withdraw troops from his army. 

Signor Tuozzi was informed at Samsun that Turks were expecting 
some submarines from Batoum. A sort of naval college has been started at 
Samsun. 

Economic situation. 

This is frankly bad. Signor Tuozzi travelled for days through country 
which was completely deserted and looked ruined. The flocks which used to 
be so abundant have been driven up to the front for needs of the army. 
Samsun district, which produced twenty million pounds of tobacco the year 
before last, only produced one million last year and is expected to produce 
scarcely any this year. 

Treatment of minorities. 

Deportations are going on the whole time and Signor Tuozzi saw gangs 
of Christians formed into labour battalions going up to the interior. Outlook 
for these people is hopeless. Eight hundred women whose male relatives 
were hiding in the mountains were sent down to Samsun while he was there 
and it was given out that they would be sent back to the interior unless their 
relatives came out of hiding. Nationalist view of minorities is quite simple. 
They consider that these minorities have caused unending trouble to them 
in the past and that the only way of ending this trouble is to get rid of minori- 
ties. Nevertheless nationalists would be prepared to subscribe to any arrange- 
ments for protection of minorities while secretly determined not to observe 
such arrangements in the future. They want Anatolia for Turks. In Signor 
Tuozzi’s opinion evacuation of Smyrna and its district by the Greeks would 
be deathblow of Christian minorities in that region. 

Attitude towards England. 

The nationalists hate England and the successes they have had over the 
Greek army have been considered as so many successes over England. Malta 
deportees on their return to Anatolia? indulged in violent propaganda 
against England and proclaimed that she was a weak power in reality. 
Report reached Angora while Signor Tuozzi was there that His Majesty’s 


6 See No. 228. 7 See No. 422, n. 1. 
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Government had come to an agreement with Egyptian government.® This 
was considered a further proof of weakness on the part of England. Angora 
had carefully followed developments of Irish situation. 

General considerations. 

Signor Tuozzi considered unity amongst the allies was absolutely indis- 
pensable to any peace. If agreement can be reached by allies on lines along 
which Near Eastern question should be settled, Angora would be greatly 
impressed. He thought treaty which was to take place of treaty of Sévres 
should be carefully elaborated article by article and then presented to 
parties for acceptance. If it contained substantial modifications in favour of 
Turkey, it should be the policy of the allies anyhow to get Constantinople 
government to ratify it. In the event of Kemalists proving . . .° Sultan should 
then work on Anatolia in the sense. . .° that Turkey had practically got 
what she wanted and that Mustapha Kemal alone was prolonging hostilities 
for his own ends. Signor Tuozzi thought no compromise would be possible 
with the nationalists as regards Anatolia, including Smyrna, but that 
they would be prepared for compromise with regard to Thrace since they 
affected not to be interested in Constantinople. They were out for complete 
territorial, economic, and financial independence of Anatolia. Nationalists 
had given up all idea of recovering former Arab dominions of the Sultan, 
but he thought their idea was to intrigue for formation of a weak 
Mesopotamian state in alliance with them. They were using Sheikh-es- 
Senoussi!° to carry on intrigues in Mesopotamia from .. .° They wish to 
recover Mosul which they consider to be a Turkish town. They were very 
bitter against King Hussein. 

In Signor Tuozzi’s opinion, attitude of France . . .9 peace conference will 
be hindrance to situation. Nationalists are counting on France. If France 
stands firm by her allies, there is a prospect of arriving at a satisfactory 
settlement for the time being at all events. Signor Tuozzi anyhow antici- 
pates possibility of trouble for allies in the future when Greek army has 
evacuated Anatolia. 

Signor Tuozzi spoke with great apparent frankness. His attitude was in- 
clined to be pro-Greek, but this may be reflection of new orientation of Italy’s 
policy towards Greece. 


8 Although negotiations were proceeding (see Cmd. 1592 of 1922) the declaration of His 
Majesty’s Government to grant independence to Egypt was not communicated to the 
Sultan and to the Egyptian Government until February 28. 

9 The text is here uncertain. 10 See No. 32, n. 5. 
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No. 502 


Memorandum by Mr. Forbes Adam 
[E 13453/1/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, January 6, 1922 


In accordance with the Secretary of State’s instructions the Department 
submit the following ‘analysis of the Angora Agreement of October 2oth,' 
clause by clause, showing what must be totally rejected and what can be 
brought into harmony with any ultimate Allied and Turkish agreement or 
treaty’. 

This analysis assumes (as from the legal point of view it seems safe to 
assume) that in so far as any such general agreement or treaty, posterior to 
the Angora Agreement, conflicts with or modifies the latter agreement, the 
general agreement or treaty, to which both France and Turkey as a whole 
will be parties, will, even without specific mention of the fact, override the 
earlier Angora Pact. Sir C. Hurst agrees. 


ARTICLE I 


The high contracting parties declare 
that from the date of the signature of 
the present agreement the state of war 
between them shall cease; the armies, 
the civil authorities and the people 
shall be immediately informed thereof. 


ARTICLE 2 


As soon as the present agreement has 
been signed, the respective prisoners of 
war and also all French and Turkish 
persons detained or imprisoned shall 
be set at liberty and conducted, at the 
cost of the party which detained them, 
to the nearest town which shall be 
designated for this purpose. The benefit 
of this article extends to all detained 
persons and prisoners of both parties, 
irrespective of the date and place of de- 
tention, of imprisonment or of capture. 


ARTICLE 3 


Within a maximum period of two 
months from the date of the signature 


1 See No. 423, n. 2. 


This article need not be raised again. 
We have the French assurance (French 
note of November 17th)? that the 
Angora Pact is not a treaty of peace 
but only an arrangement of local scope 
concluded with a power recognised 
neither de jure nor de facto, and a further 
assurance as to acceptance of the 
principle of a general adjustment in 
the last paragraph of the same note. 


No comment. 


No need to raise in general negotia- 
tion. 


2 See No. 432, n. 7. 
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of the present agreement, the Turkish 
troops shall withdraw to the north and 
the French troops to the south of the 
line specified in article 8. 


ARTICLE 4 


The evacuation and the occupation 
which shall take place within the period 
provided in article 3 shall be carried 
out according to a form to be decided 
upon by mutual agreement by a mixed 
commission appointed by the military 
commanders of the two parties. 


ARTICLE 5 


A complete amnesty shall be granted 
by the two contracting parties in the 
regions evacuated as soon as they are 
reoccupied. 


ARTICLE 6 


The Government of the Grand 
National Assembly of Turkey declares 
that the rights of minorities solemnly 
recognised in the National Covenant 
will be confirmed by it on the same 
basis as that established by the con- 
versations on this subject between the 
Entente Powers, their enemies and 
certain of their Allies. 


ARTICLE 7 


A special administrative régime shall 
be established for the district of Alexan- 
dretta. The Turkish inhabitants of 


3 See No. 496, n. 5. 
S See No. 471, n. 2. 


No need to raise in general negotia- 
tion. 


No need to raise in general negotia- 
tion. 


In accordance with the policy laid 
down in the Secretary of State’s 
memorandum to the Cabinet? and in 
the memorandum communicated to 
the French and Italian Governments,‘ 
we cannot accept this article except 
to the extent that we do now wish to 
insert in the minority section of the 
treaty with Turkey, clauses providing 
for the League’s supervision over their 
execution. Such clauses figure in the 
Paris Peace Conference minority 
treaties with European countries, the 
basis of which in this article are appar- 
ently accepted by Angora. The 8th 
paragraph of the French note of 
December 6th’ showed that we shall 
not necessarily meet with French oppo- 
sition on this general question. 


The Alexandretta region remains 
in Syria and this article need not be 
challenged in the general negotiations. 


* No. 496. 
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this district shall enjoy every facility 
for their cultural development. The 
Turkish language shall have official 
recognition. 


ARTICLE 8 


The line mentioned in article 3 is 
fixed and determined as follows :— 

The frontier line shall start at a 
point to be selected on the Gulf of 
Alexandretta immediately to the south 
of the locality of Payas and will proceed 
generally towards Meidan-Ekbez 
(leaving the railway station and the 
locality to Syria); thence it will bend 
towards the south-east so as to leave 
the locality of Marsova to Syria and 
that of Karnaba as well as the town of 
Killis to Turkey; thence it will join the 
railway at the station of Choban-bey. 
Then it will follow the Bagdad Railway, 
of which the track as far as Nisibin 
will remain on Turkish territory; thence 
it will follow the old road between 
Nisibin and Jeziret-ibn-Omar where it 
will join the Tigris. The localities of 
Nisibin and Jeziret-ibn-Omar as well 
as the road will remain Turkish; but 
the two countries shall have the same 
rights to the use of this road. 

The stations and sidings of the 
section between Choban-bey and Nisi- 
bin shall belong to Turkey as forming 
parts of the track of the railway. 

A commission comprising delegates 
of the two parties will be constituted, 
within a period of one month from the 
signature of the present agreement, to 
determine the above-mentioned line. 
This commission shall begin its labours 
within the same period. 


The Colonial Office who represent 
the British interest most immediately 
concerned and have been consulted 
do not now want us to insist on any 
alteration in this frontier or as regards 
the geography of the railway. It is 
understood that in fact Feisal thinks 
that in case of war between Turkey 
and Irak, it would be advantageous 
for him to be in a position to seize 
Nisibin and the railway as Turkish 
territory. ‘There is, of course, the 
Christian minority population in this 
strip of ceded territory of 10,000 square 
miles. It is impossible to estimate it 
to-day. Before the war there were 
probably more than 20,000 Christians 
there, and towns like Birejik, Urfa, 
Mardin and Aijintab (now ceded) 
contained most of that Christian popula- 
tion. The French would certainly 
refuse, however, to go back to the old 
frontier on account of these scattered 
Christians and it therefore does not 
seem worth an inevitably fruitless 
fight. 

Last paragraph. As a matter of form 
we ought perhaps to insist that regard- 
less of this paragraph which provides 
for a purely Franco-Turkish Commis- 
sion to draw the frontier, article 94 of 
the Treaty of Sévres which provides 
for a Commission on which France, 
Great Britain, Italy, Turkey and Syria 
(for the Syrian frontier) and Irak (for 
the Irak frontier) should stand and the 
frontier, if necessary, be redrawn. 
But this will happen automatically 
if the French do not challenge article 
94, as it stands, and if they do challenge 
it we should lose nothing by agreeing 
to a change which left the Irak frontier 
to be drawn without French or Italian 
participation. 
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ARTICLE 9 


The tomb of Suleiman Shah, the 
grandfather of the Sultan Osman, 
founder of the Ottoman dynasty (the 
tomb known under the name of Turk 
Mezari), situated at Jaber-Kalesi shall 
remain, with its appurtenances, the 
property of Turkey, who may appoint 
guardians for it and may hoist the 
Turkish flag there. 


ARTICLE 10 


The Government of the Grand 
National Assembly of Turkey agrees to 
the transfer of the concession of the 
section of the Bagdad Railway between 
Bozanti and Nisibin as well as of the 
several branches constructed in the 
vilayet of Adana to a French group 
nominated by the French Govern- 
ment, with all the rights, privileges and 
advantages attached to the concessions, 
particularly as regards working and 
traffic. 

Turkey shall have the right to trans- 
port troops by railway from Meidan- 
Ekbez to Choban-bey in Syrian terri- 
tory and Syria shall have the right to 
transport troops by railway from 
Choban-bey to Nisibin in Turkish 
territory. 

In principle no differential tariff 
shall be levied over this section and 
these branches. However, should a 
case arise, the two Governments reserve 
the right to examine by mutual agree- 
ment any departure from this rule 
which may become necessary. 

Failing agreement, each party will 
resume its liberty of action. 


Not worth raising. 


First paragraph. In their note of 
December 6th® (the seventh and sixth 
paras. from the end) the French 
apparently admit that the new division 
of the railway between Syria and 
Turkey effected by the change of 
frontier will not prevent the integral 
application of article 4 of the Tripar- 
tite Agreement and articles 293 to 296 
of the Treaty of Sévres—i.e. those parts 
of the railway which now fall in Turkey 
and the French sphere of special 
interests will be dealt with under 
article 4 of the Tripartite Agreement 
and article 296 of the Treaty of Sévres 
and the small portion left in Syria 
under article 293 of the Treaty of 
Sévres. Neither the Board of Trade nor 
the Foreign Office wish to challenge 
such an arrangement if this is really 
the French meaning. This must be 
ascertained. 

2nd paragraph. The Colonial Office 
would like the French to withdraw this 
paragraph completely, if it were pos- 
sible, (an exchange of notes would be 
a better procedure than any clause in 
the new treaty) but they are in any 
case fairly content with the assurance 
given in the French note of December 
6th® (eighth paragraph from the end) 
as to French ‘determination to refuse 
always, over the Syrian portion of the 
Bagdad line, any movement of troops 
susceptible of being directed against 
territory under a British mandate’. 


6 See No. 471, n. 2. 
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ARTICLE II 


A mixed commission shall be con- 
stituted after the ratification of the 
present agreement with a view to the 
conclusion of a Customs Convention 
between Turkey and Syria. The terms 
and also the duration of this Convention 
shall be fixed by this commission. 
Until the conclusion of the above- 
mentioned Convention the two countries 
will preserve their liberty of action. 


ARTICLE 12 


The waters of Kuwaik shall be shared 
between the city of Aleppo and the 
district to the north remaining Turkish 
in such a way as to give equitable 
satisfaction to the two parties. 

The city of Aleppo may also organize, 
at its Own expense, a water-supply 
from the Euphrates in Turkish terri- 
tory in order to meet the requirements 
of the district. 


ARTICLE 13 


The inhabitants, whether settled 
or semi-nomadic, who enjoy rights of 
pasturage or who own property on one 
or other side of the line fixed in article 
8 shall continue to exercise their rights 
as in the past. They shall be able, for 
this purpose, freely and without pay- 
ment of any duty of customs or of 
pasturage or any other tax, to transport 
from one side to the other of the line 
their cattle with their young, their 
implements, their tools, their seeds and 
their agricultural produce, it being 


They would not wish us to press this 
question. 

grd and gth paras. The danger of 
differential custom treatment opened by 
this paragraph will be safeguarded by 
the maintenance of the safeguards on 
this point founded by the economic 
provisions of the Treaty of Sévres which 
will have to be watched from that 
point of view. 


The immediately preceding obser- 
vations apply to this question of the 
Customs Convention. 


Need not be raised. 


Need not be raised. 

N.B. Any special concessions e.g. over 
gendarmerie, over economic conces- 
sions (in the Karshut valley) which the 
French may have obtained as supple- 
ments to the Angora pact can only be 
circumvented by insistence on the 
clauses of the Treaty of Sevres and 
Tripartite agreement which provide 
for the principle of equal allied treat- 
ment of these questions and by their 
integral application. 
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well understood that they are liable 
for the payment of the imposts and 
taxes due to the country where they 
are domiciled. 


Summary. This analysis shows that beyond insisting on generally satisfactory 
minority provisions in the new treaty, on the application of the Sévres settle- 
ment to the Bagdad line and possibly on the withdrawal of the second para- 
graph of Article 10 (transport of troops over Bagdad railway in Syria) the 
actual provisions of the Angora Pact need not be brought up by us in the 
general negotiations. 

A copy of the tripartite agreement with a map attached to it,? on which 
the Sévres and the new northern frontier of Syria are shown is attached. 


E. G. ForsBes ADAM 
7 Not here reproduced. 


No. 503 


Mr. Lindley (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recetved Fanuary 14) 


No. 11 [E 528/5/44] 

ATHENS, January 7, 1922 

My Lord, 
I have the honour to report that, when in Rome on my way to Athens, 
I called on MM. Gounaris and Baltazzi, who were staying in the capital. I 
explained to them that I had no instructions to speak to them on political 
matters, but that I was glad to take the opportunity to make their acquain- 
tance. I was going out in exactly the same capacity as Lord Granville, and 
had a letter addressed by your Lordship to the Greek Minister for Foreign 
Affairs setting forth my official position. In reply to questions from the two 
Ministers, I stated that, speaking as a private person who had heard a good 
deal of talk from different sides, I felt pretty certain that no settlement with 
the Turks was possible so long as the Greeks remained in Asia Minor. I ad- 
vised them, therefore, to get accustomed to the idea of a withdrawal. They 
asked, in reply, what would then happen to the Christian populations of the 
district. I presumed that the Powers would make the necessary arrangements. 
2. During my second interview with M. Protopapadakis,? the Acting 
Prime Minister at Athens, I held much the same language; as it seems to me 
necessary that those in authority here should have time to prepare public 
opinion for what will, if it comes about, be a bitter pill to swallow. M. Pro- 
topapadakis, like M. Gounaris, asked me what would happen to the Chris- 
tian populations, and I replied as I had done to his chief. Neither the one 
t Mr. F. O. Lindley had been appointed, on November 25, 1921, in succession to Lord 
Granville, as His Majesty’s representative in Greece with the rank of minister but without 


letters of credence. 
2 Greek Minister of Finance. 
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nor the other seemed to me to be taken aback by the suggestion of evacuation 
which they had probably already heard often enough before, and there have 
been certain signs during the last two days that public opinion is to be care- 
fully prepared beforehand. 

3. It would be presumptuous on my part, after a few days at my post, to 
hazard any personal opinion as to the effect of such an evacuation on the in- 
ternal political situation. I have questioned a good many persons whose 
judgment commands respect, and the more weighty opinion is to the effect 
that the news would be taken noisily but without dangerous effervescence. 
Both the Veniselists and their opponents would make capital out of the 
withdrawal. The former would declare that, but for the return of King 
Constantine, Greek aspirations in Asia Minor would have been fulfilled. 
The latter would point to the withdrawal as definite proof of the disastrous 
results of following the policy of Veniselos. In short, it seems probable that 
the evacuation would supply about the same quantity of ammunition—or 
mud—to both parties and would leave their relative strength unchanged. 

4. The effect which might be produced by evacuation on the army of 
Asia Minor is more important. It is quite impossible to form any useful 
judgment regarding it. An English acquaintance of mine told me to-day 
that he questioned a number of Greek privates on leave from Asia Minor 
a few days ago in the train. They were ready enough to complain of 
everything, but, when he suggested that it was time they came home for 
good and cut their losses, they protested unanimously. Other people will 
tell you that the army of Asia Minor is completely weary of the campaign 
and would willingly forgo their ideal of a Greater Greece in return for a 
passage home. Others, again, declare that General Papoulas? and many 
officers and men have decided to take a leaf out of the book of Zeligowski* 
and Kemal, and will refuse to leave Asia Minor if ordered to do so. 

5. In June of last year Colonel Hoare Nairne, military attaché to this Lega- 
tion, visited the Greek army in Asia Minor and made a most interesting 
report on its moral and its military efficiency (see telegram written by Col- 
onel Nairne from Smyrna to your Lordship for the C.1.G.S. and dated the 
15th June,’ and referred to in Constantinople telegram No. 447 of the 22nd 
June).° I have been carefully through the archives, and that is the last re- 
port which is of any value to this Legation from the political point of view. 
Lord Granville suggested that further visits should be made, but neither the 
military attaché nor his assistant was again allowed to visit Smyrna. I am 
aware that British officers from Constantinople are with the Greek forces, 
and they keep the military attaché regularly informed of military events. 
But the Greek army is part of the Greek nation—perhaps the most important 
and most politically active part—and yet the Legation is cut off from all 
direct knowledge of what is happening in it. This seems a most extraordin- 


3 Greek Commander-in-Chief, Asia Minor. 

4 This Polish General had occupied Vilna in October, 1920. See Vol. XI, Nos. 564 and 
567. 
5 See No. 233. 6 Not printed. 
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ary state of affairs, and I have asked Colonel Nairne, who leaves for London 
with this despatch, to take the matter up as soon as he arrives home. 

6. While unable myself to form any opinion as to the state of the Asia 
Minor army, I venture to warn your Lordship against accepting, as accurate, 
views which emanate either from Veniselist sources in Constantinople or 
European residents in Smyrna. The former are completely unreliable as 
regards political feeling, and the latter are, and always have been, just as 
biassed against the Greeks as are all European residents in the China ports 
biassed against the Japanese. I would particularly call your Lordship’s 
attention to the fact that, as regards the military value of the Greek army, the 
past has proved that the judgment of British officers who have studied that 
army is alone of any value. Colonel Nairne’s report above mentioned is a 
typical instance of a British officer’s report, contradicting in vital particulars 
reports from other sources, which has been thoroughly justified by events. 
In the forthcoming negotiations concerning the Near Eastern question, it 
may become of paramount importance to form a correct estimate of what the 
Greek army is capable, if given the material and moral support of the Allies 
or of Great Britain; and I earnestly hope that His Majesty’s Government 
will not base their judgement on reports from anyone save from British 
officers thoroughly acquainted with Greek peculiarities. 

7. Although I have thought it well to prepare the Greek Government for 
the possibility of sacrifices in Asia Minor, I have made no mention of Thrace. 
Some people aver that the loss of Smyrna would be a more severe blow to 
Hellenism than that of Thrace. This may be the case, but it is certain that 
the loss of both would be resented by the whole country as a piece of rank 
injustice. In paragraph 4 of this despatch I mentioned the possibility of a 
Greek Zeligowski in Asia Minor. In that country it would be difficult for 
such an adventurer to maintain himself, but in Thrace it would be a simple 
matter, and, should the bulk of the new province be taken from the Greeks, 
we must be prepared for a recrudescence of that band activity and general 
unrest in the Balkan Peninsula which has preceded and been the immediate 
cause of so many wars. After all that has passed in this part of the world, I 
do not believe that any Greek contemplates the possibility of having to re- 
nounce Thrace, and it seems inconceivable that the reinstatement of the 
Turk should be seriously contemplated. The loss of Thrace, which has been 
formally annexed, would produce consequences of the utmost gravity in 
Greece, and would in all probability compromise its whole future existence. 
Nevertheless, I do not doubt that the French will do all they can to effect 
this operation, and, as stated in my despatch No. 7 of the 6th instant,” I do 
not anticipate that the Italians will offer any effective opposition to them. 

I have, &c., 
F. O. LINDLEY 


7 Not printed. 

8 In his telegram No. 15 of January 10, Mr. Lindley reported further as follows: ‘... 
evacuation of Smyrna by Greeks though it would be received with loud protests is not on 
the whole likely to cause serious crisis here provided Christian populations are adequately 
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protected. Greek forces in Asia Minor especially those recruited locally may, however, 
give the most serious trouble. I am told that there are about 45,000 of these and Kemailists 
hang them when taken prisoner. 

‘Thrace is another matter and universal opinion here is that anything more than minor 
frontier rectifications would not be accepted quietly: even if government acquiesced, Greek 
forces and bands would have to be ejected by force and future of whole of Greece would be 
compromised by bitterness and party strife which would result. 

‘It is also clear that any serious modification of treaty of Sévres regarding Thrace would 
re-open the whole Balkan settlement and arouse aspirations which are at present dormant.’ 


No. 504 


Note of conversation held at the Villa Valetta, Cannes, on Thursday, 12th 
January, 1922! 
[E 74515144] 


PRESENT: British: The Prime Minister; Lord Curzon; Sir Edward Grigg; 
Mr. Vansittart. 
Greek: M. Gounaris; M. Balthazzis [stc]; Greek Interpreter. 

After M. Gounaris had expressed gratitude at being received 

THe Prime Minister explained that the Eastern Question had been 
remitted to a conversation between the Foreign Secretaries of Great Britain, 
France and Italy in Paris.2, There were two difficult questions—Smyrna and 
the Eastern frontier in Thrace. With regard to Smyrna, no peace was 
possible unless the Greek forces were withdrawn. The only alternative would 
be for the Greeks to fight it out. Did M. Gounaris contemplate that? In the 
event of a Greek withdrawal steps would be taken to protect the Christian 
populations. 

The Prime Minister explained what Lord Curzon was proposing in his 
memorandum: on this point. 

Lorp Curzon said that with regard to Thrace they proposed a slight 
withdrawal from the frontier by some 80 miles in order to provide for the 
military security of Constantinople. 

THE Prime MInIsTER explained that these were the proposals of the 
British Government and that we would do our best to carry them. We had 
made a settlement of the Eastern Question a condition of our Treaty of 
Guarantee to France‘ and this settlement was the best that we could hope to 
have. We had done our utmost to help Greece by making the Treaty of 
Guarantee conditional on a settlement of the Eastern Question and there was 
nothing better in sight for Greece, unless she were prepared to continue the 
war to a successful decision. 


1 Communicated to the Foreign Office on January 20 by Sir E. Grigg. 

2 Although the Conference was originally fixed for February 1, it did not take place until 
March 22-6. (See Chap. IV, below.) 

3 No. 496. 

4 See Cmd. 2169 of 1924, p. 119. For other references to the proposed Treaty of Guarantee 
to France, see Vol. XVI, No. 634, n. 2 and No. 768. 
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M. Gounaris explained that while the Greek Army was able to hold its 
positions he could not reach a decision without foreign help. 

THE Prime Minister said he quite understood that and did not regard 
it as reflecting in any way on the Greek Army. Their achievements had been 
very wonderful and it was too much to expect of them to renew the offensive 
now. M. Gounaris should also realise that public opinion in England and 
France had been very much alienated by the return of King Constantine who 
had acted against the Allies in the war, and that there would be little support 
for the Greeks in going on. King Constantine was our chief obstacle in 
securing popular support for Greece. Feeling had been chilled by his return. 
He was not saying this, of course, with any suggestion that we concerned 
ourselves in the internal affairs of Greece, but he thought it necessary to 
make it clear that British feeling about Greece, while fundamentally un- 
changed, had temporarily lost some of its warmth. 

M. Gounaris said that he greatly regretted the series of events which had 
led up to this and was convinced that the British view did not correspond 
with the facts. He would not, however, enter into that question now. He 
flattered himself that the British Government had had good evidence that 
the Greek attitude showed full appreciation of the continuity of interest 
between Great Britain and Greece. 

THE Prime MInisTER said there was an old-standing sentiment in England 
for Greece which had not changed at all, but there was also a certain antago- 
nism to the existing Greek Ministry and this was very unfortunate at a 
moment when English sentiment was so vital to Greece. It was quite certain 
that our proposals were now the utmost that could be secured for Greece. 
She would have every reason to be gratified with such a settlement as it 
would add greatly to her power and prestige. He begged M. Gounaris to 
put himself entirely in Lord Curzon’s hands, 

M. Gounaris indicated that he would do so. 

THE Prime MinisTER added that if and when this settlement was carried 
through Greece would be in possession of very considerable new territories. 
She had a rapidly increasing population and great possibilities of develop- 
ment. He was disappointed that events had made it impossible for Greece 
to be established in Smyrna as protector of the Christian populations. The 
future, however, was with Greece. 


No. 505 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 53 [E 135/76/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, January 13, 1922 
Sir :— 
I have received through the Lords Commissioners of the Admiralty a copy 
of secret letter No. 6867/41 of the 4th ultimo,' from the Gommander-in- 


1 Not printed. 
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Chief, Mediterranean Station, to the Senior Naval Officer (A) Constanti- 
nople, relative to the attitude which should be adopted by the British naval 
authorities in Turkish waters towards any Nationalist naval craft which may 
attempt to enter the Straits from the Black Sea. 

2. I understand that you have already been acquainted with the contents 
of this letter by Admiral Webb, and I have to inform you that I concur in 
the view expressed in the third paragraph thereof, to the effect that any 
Nationalist war vessel entering the northern mouth of the Bosphorus should 
be treated in the same manner as Nationalist land forces crossing the neutral 
land line. 

Iam, &c., 
(For the Secretary of State) 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 


No. 506 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewed January 16, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 27 Telegraphic [E 589/5/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, January 15, 1922, 6 p.m. 

In anticipation of Paris conference! I venture to lay before you following 
general considerations regarding situation in this country. 

Your despatch No. 3189 to Paris? foreshadows the possibility that the new 
peace conditions agreed upon by allies may have to be enforced. Enclosure 
in your despatch No. 14293 indicates basis of settlement which commends 
itself to His Majesty’s Government. 

There is not, in my opinion, the slightest hope that present rulers at 
Angora will accept such terms or indeed anything which falls substantially 
short of national pact. They are out not merely for recovering Smyrna and 
Thrace in complete sovereignty but they are against real safeguards for 
minorities, capitulations, and any form of control, financial or otherwise. 

I am sending home by next King’s Messenger detailed report* of debate on 
draft law mentioned in my despatch No. 1112.5 Full text of Mustapha Kemal’s 
speech reveals attitude of mind which can only be described as characteristic 
to the last degree on question of right of Turks to manage their own affairs. 
It deals with internal issues but it deals with them in spirit incompatible 
with any idea of yielding to foreign pressure. Every other indication points 
to probability of his sticking out for all essentials of national pact. Except as 
regards Batoum he has not once wavered from that programme since incep- 
tion of national movement. 

™ See Nos. 482 and 496. 2 No. 465. 


3 Of December 30, not printed, enclosing Foreign Office Memorandum of December jo 
(see No. 496). 


4 Transmitted in despatch No. 54 of January 16, not printed. 


5 Of December 6, not printed. The draft law concerned the powers and responsibilities 
of the Angora Cabinet. 
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I believe appreciation of Mustapha Kemal’s position given in paragraph 5 
of my despatch No. 11126 to be substantially correct. If anything, I perhaps 
over-rate his inclination to break with Bolsheviks whose relations with 
Angora seemed to have improved rather than otherwise of late. 

On the other hand there are certain signs of disintegration at Angora. 
Debate mentioned above shows that opposition to Mustapha Kemal com- 
prises elements which incline towards old constitution and Sultan. They 
were silenced but opposition to Mustapha Kemal’s dictatorship cannot have 
been stifled. Latest news is that Raouf Bey, who in earlier stages of movement 
was Mustapha Kemal’s alter ego, has resigned from cabinet for reasons which 
are not given and that Refet Pasha Minister for National Defence has also 
resigned ostensibly for reasons of health. 

Financial situation is also precarious. 

In these circumstances if allies offer settlement much better than treaty of 
Sévres, but falling short of national pact, I believe Mustapha Kemal will 
reject it; but it might then be possible to offer it to Sultan on condition that 
he with moral support of allies should appeal to the country to support it 
and get rid of Chauvinism. This would certainly be difficult and might 
prove impossible without direct application of force by allies but facts noted 
above afford some hope that it might be successful provided 

(1) that settlement provided quite definitely for removal of Greeks from 
Smyrna and some part of Eastern Thrace and 

(2) that allies presented really united front and manifested determination 
to impose settlement at all costs by their own means in last resort. 


6 See No. 472, n. 6. 
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Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewved January 16, 7.15 p.m.) 
Unnumbered Telegraphic [E 676/5/44] 


Personal and Secret CONSTANTINOPLE, January 15, 1922, 7.15 p.m. 


Please see my official telegram No. 27.! 

I received on January 13th message purporting to come from Sultan to 
say he believed time had come to ‘passer en actwité’ and that he would like to 
see me, his idea being, according to bearer of message, to secure moral support 
of Great Britain and substitute his authority for that of Angora. 

Message was brought by Sultan’s nephew, Prince Sami. He is less balanced 
than his step-father Ferid Pasha and 1s much involved with politicians whose 
dream is to bring latter back to power. He certainly has access to Sultan 
but he is not the usual channel of communication and he may have himself 
inspired message. 


™ No. 506. 
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On the other hand it seems as though Sultan’s prospects in Anatolia may 
be looking up and Sultan may really think time has come for him to resume 
active role provided allied peace terms are not too onerous and include 
evacuation of Asia Minor by Greeks. 

I am replying that I could not ask for individual audience without any 
plausible motive such as departure from or return to Constantinople; that, 
as His Majesty’s Government are as determined as ever not to part company 
with Allies, only way would be for all three High Commissioners to arrange 
to see Sultan successively as has been done on previous occasions at important 
moments; and that in view of present uncertainty and absence of my French 
colleague I should prefer to defer anything of this kind until moment when 
conversations may be more useful e.g. after Paris conference has met. 

It would be interesting to get Sultan’s views at first hand but I think it 
would be more profitable to do so rather later. My French colleague will 
very probably visit His Majesty when he returns and if that seemed suitable 
moment I could then arrange with Italian High Commissioner to be 
received in audience on the ground that new turning point had been reached 
and that it would be useful to explain the situation direct to Sultan as we 
have done before.? 


2 In his despatch No. 72 of January 20, Lord Curzon approved the reply returned by 
Sir H. Rumbold to Prince Sami. 
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Conversation between the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston and M. Potincaré* 
at the Quai d’ Orsay on Monday, January 16, 1922 


[E 692/5/44]* 


M. Poincare began by saying that he must warn Lord Curzon that he was 
not ready yet to discuss the questions of which Lord Curzon desired to speak. 
He had not seen papers nor been in touch with Eastern matters to any con- 
siderable extent since the conversation he had had with Lord Curzon in 
London.” He therefore wished to excuse himself for being unable to give any 
immediate answer. 

Lorp Curzon replied that he did not wish to embark on any detailed 
discussion at this stage; that would not be fair to M. Poincaré. He wished 
to know, however, when it would be convenient to hold the discussion on 
Near Eastern questions: the Treaty of Sévres, which had been negotiated at 
London and San Remo, had been signed but not ratified. Every month it 
had become clearer that it was impossible to execute it. The Turks and 
Greeks had been invited to the Supreme Council in March last? and had 


! M. Poincaré had formed a new government on January 15. On January 18 he succeed- 
ed M. Briand, who had resigned on January 12, as President of the Council and Minister 
for Foreign Affairs. 

2 He had visited London from October 30 to November 3, 1921. 

3 See Vol. XV, Chap. II. 
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declined the propositions then put forward with a view to a modification of 
the treaty. They had preferred to fight. Lord Curzon thought that was a 
mistake. Then Lord Curzon had come to Paris last summer and had met 
M. Briand and had proposed the mediation of the Powers. The Greek 
Government had been asked to place themselves in the hands of the Powers. 
They had declined—foolishly again, he thought—for, after an initial success, 
they had been thrown back. That was the last stage of united action on the 
part of the Powers. In the course of the recent autumn, the necessity for 
fresh action had become more manifest. Lord Curzon had proposed’ to 
M. Briand that this action should be in two stages. Firstly, there should be 
conversations between the Foreign Ministers of France, Great Britain and 
Italy at Paris at the earliest time convenient to M. Briand. He thought this 
should result in common agreement on the terms to be put to the combatants 
for the last time after this proposal had been agreed to. Since then His 
Majesty’s Government had been a good deal distressed and shocked by the 
Franklin-Bouillon Agreement. We had protested and asked for explana- 
tions. The correspondence had now been published.” His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment, however, had always been firmly convinced that the only way to reach 
a solution was by an absolute understanding between the Allies. We had 
accordingly been willing to put the Franklin-Bouillon Agreement temporarily 
in the background, and it had been arranged that a meeting of the three 
Foreign Ministers should take place in December. Then M. Briand had 
come to London® and the Cannes Conference had ensued.? But it had been 
arranged that the Eastern discussions should follow immediately in Paris. 
To facilitate and expedite this Lord Curzon had drawn up a basis of discus- 
sion containing proposals for a solution.'° This had been sent to the French 
and Italian Governments. At Cannes, before M. Briand’s resignation, 
M. Briand had told Lord Curzon that he considered the document a good 
basis of discussion, and the Italian Foreign Minister had said the same. 
Then came the change of Government in France. Lord Curzon now wished 
to know the earliest moment when the postponed discussion should take 
place. He was ready to go to Paris at any time convenient to M. Poincaré— 
next week, if necessary. He had seen the Marquis della Torretta at Cannes, 
who also said that he would come on receipt of a telegram. The matter was 
urgent; the whole peace of the East was trembling in the balance. 

The conversations between the three Foreign Ministers should, he sug- 
gested, proceed as follows. They should go through the whole Treaty of 
Sévres on the basis of his note,'° deciding what to keep and what to eliminate. 
The discussion should not end without an agreement between the Allies, 
and such an agreement should not be difficult. As soon as they had agreed 
on the terms to be put to the Greeks and Turks, there should be a Supreme 
Council. He had proposed to M. Briand that the final conference should be 


4 See ibid., No. 88. 5 See No. 465. 

6 See No. 432. 7 Cmd. 1570 of 1922. 

8 M. Briand had visited London from December 18 to 22, 1921. 
9 See No. 498, n. 3. 10 No. 496. 
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at Constantinople, where, he thought, a solution might be more readily 
obtainable than in Paris or London where the Council was beset by deputa- 
tions and exposed to press influences. It would moreover be difficult to get 
Mustapha Kemal to come from Angora to Paris or London. The conference 
would not of course decline to hear the Greeks and the Turks. Both would 
have an opportunity of submitting their views, but there must be no line by 
line discussion of the new terms. Both combatants must eventually be told 
that this was the treaty on which the Allied Powers were unitedly determined. 

This of course raised certain contingencies for which we must be prepared. 
The Greeks might refuse. We had already tried to meet this possibility by 
seeing the Greeks both in London and at Cannes. As a result of these 
conversations the Greeks had placed themselves in the hands of the Powers?! 
and had done so knowing the general substance, though of course not the 
details, of the terms they would have to accept. They knew that they must 
leave Smyrna and that the Thracian frontier would have to be thrown back 
further from Constantinople. For this they were, broadly speaking, prepared. 
A refusal on their part was less to be contemplated than recalcitrance on the 
part of the Turks. We must therefore be prepared for the course which the 
Allies might have to follow in such a case, whether it took the form of a 
blockade of the Turkish coast, or of increased facilities or assistance to the 
Greeks. Failure on the part of the Allies to impose their decision could only 
mean a resumption and continuation of hostilities which it was in the interest 
of everyone to avoid. When therefore the Foreign Ministers met they must 
decide not only on the new terms, but also on their line of action if the terms 
to be embodied in the new treaty were refused. 

M. Porcaré replied that he would at once study Lord Curzon’s memo- 
randum and send the observations to London in writing, for the French 
Government might have both observations and objections to formulate. He 
wished this exchange of notes to precede the meeting, and he had already 
suggested to Mr. Lloyd George that such meetings between the statesmen 
should only take place when the ground had been practically cleared and 
when they were sure of agreement. 

Lorp Curzon replied that not much time need be spent on a preliminary 
exchange of notes: the three Powers were, he believed, already near to 
agreement. Moreover, the meeting contemplated would be a conversation 
not a conference. Each representative would be accompanied only by a few 
experts. An exchange of notes might last for weeks. Meanwhile the situation 
was serious. We were already past mid-January. Neither side could nor 
would fight seriously while the theatre of war was under snow. But in March 
or April climatic conditions would again begin to favour hostilities. If they 
broke out again the last chance of a peaceful settlement would probably be 
gone and the Powers would look extremely foolish. Previous written discus- 
sion among them was really unnecessary. They knew each other’s views. A 
speedy settlement was far more likely if they met round a table. 

M. Poincaré replied that he only knew the outline of the British proposals. 


11 See Nos. 449 and 504. 
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He thought they were unlikely to be acceptable to the Turks. Modifications 
would probably be necessary, and the French Government would have 
several observations to make and would forward them as soon as possible. 
M. Poincaré was prepared for a conversation, but not for a conference. 
And the conversations must not take that character later. Public opinion in 
France was at present strongly opposed to conferences. In the last resort he 
was not opposed to a meeting at Constantinople, but it must be a meeting of 
Foreign Envoys or Ambassadors, and not of Cabinet Ministers. It would be 
difficult for a French Minister to go there. 

Lorp Curzon said that he would, of course, be happy to receive any note 
M. Poincaré wished to send him. He had never expected that his own note 
would be accepted at once and in its entirety. But when the Allies were 
agreed there must be some means of communicating the new terms to the 
Greeks and Turks on an occasion when they would both be present. He 
agreed that it might be well that the Ambassadors or High Commissioners at 
Constantinople should start the conference, but he doubted whether they 
would eventually have enough authority to carry it through. After a few 
weeks the Greeks, or more probably the Turks might prove obstructive and a 
higher authority would have to be invoked. Either then Cabinet Ministers 
would have to go to Constantinople or the Turks and Greeks brought else- 
where. The High Commissioners alone would probably be insufficient. 
History proved this. The conference at Berlin'? and every previous attempt 
to settle the Eastern Question were cases in point. This was a grave crisis, 
and the leaders would have to intervene later, if not now. 

M. Poincaré said that he understood Lord Curzon’s proposal to be first 
conversations between the three Foreign Ministers in Paris, then the meet- 
ing at Constantinople under the auspices of the High Commissioners, 
and thirdly, if necessary, recourse to their Governments. At first sight he 
had no objection to such a procedure, but he must say that he would encounter 
much resistance to any coercion. Public opinion in France would not accept 
any such measure as a blockade. He was, however, very anxious to act with 
us, and on the information now in our possession he was hopeful that we 
might reach an acceptable result. 

Lorp Curzon replied that M. Poincaré might rest assured that His 
Majesty’s Government were equally unwilling to fight the Turks for obvious 
reasons. M. Poincaré knew our position in Egypt and India. We did not 
wish to resume hostilities with a Moslem Power. But if terms were again 
offered, we must know what he should do if they were again refused. We 
need not discuss that in detail now, but he would wish to know the earliest 
date after the presentation of M. Poincaré’s note when the French Govern- 
ment would like the British and Italian Foreign Ministers to come to Paris. 
He would be willing to come either next week, or immediately after the 
opening of Parliament on the 31st January. He did not wish to press M. 
Poincaré. But it was a case of the sooner the better, for the discussion had 


12 The Powers had conferred at Berlin in 1878 and in 1880, following the failures of the 
Ambassadors at Constantinople to make a settlement. 
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already been postponed from December to the 6th January, then to the oth 
January, then to the 12th. It was now the 16th. We were going on towards 
February, and every week counted. 

M. Porncarf stated that he would examine the possibility of a meeting 
next week, or if not soon after the 31st January. But he foresaw grave 
difficulties. He had thought of these conversations only as an offer of inter- 
vention, not of coercive action. On that he must make all reservations. He 
was ready to mediate, but he must first sound his Parliament. He was sure 
that neither Chamber would accept any coercion. There was no sympathy 
anywhere in France for Greece. If Turkey refused, coercion would be against 
her and to the profit of Greece. French public opinion would not accept that. 

Lorp Curzon thought that M. Poincaré had not quite realised the dimen- 
sions of the problem. It was not a case of mediation, but of drawing up a 
new Treaty of Sévres. Only the Powers could do that. Whatever the 
objections of the French Parliament or public might be there must be a 
Supreme Council for the final stage of the new treaty. 

M. Poincare replied that the matter would be less difficult if we were 
acting in the interests of Great Britain, France and Italy; but this was not 
now the case. Our action would be in the interests of the Greeks. Anything 
done for the Greeks would be ill-received in France, where they were no 
longer regarded as Allies, but almost as enemies. King Constantine and 
M. Gounaris were very unpopular. The French Government were willing 
to attempt a compromise, but there would be much opposition if we seemed 
to try to impose our will upon the Turks in the interests of the Greeks. 
Smyrna and Thrace presented great difficulties which must be looked into 
very closely or we should encounter strong Turkish opposition. 

Lorp Curzon replied that we also had no particular affection for King 
Constantine or M. Gounaris. It was, however, not with the Greeks that we 
had to make peace, but with the Turks. This was the one treaty which yet 
remained to be concluded. The French Government had frequently asked 
us to assist them in enforcing the Treaty of Versailles, and had actually 
taken coercive action themselves. There could surely not be a difference 
between the cases of Germany and Turkey. If you make a treaty, you should 
be prepared to enforce it. 

M. Pormcare replied that when once a treaty was signed he would be 
prepared for sanctions if the Turks failed to execute it. But he did not 
contemplate imposing a treaty on the Turks, as Allied interests were not at 
stake. The truth was, this was a case of defending the Greeks against the 
Turks. He would be willing to sound the latter to see what they would accept 
if we so desired. 

Lorp Curzon replied that he would not ask M. Poincaré to take any such 
action since it would probably only result in the putting forward of impossible 
claims. 

M. Porncakré said that it could be done unofficially. As a matter of fact 
he had already seen the Angoran representative.'3 We could not proceed 

'3 Nihad Rechad. See No. 161, n. 5. 
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blindly; Smyrna was the most difficult point. The Turks were convinced 
they would win all they wanted in the spring. 

Lorp Curzon requested M. Poincaré to read his Smyrna proposals. 

M. Poincaré replied that he would do so at once. 

The conversation then passed to Tangier. ' 

Lorp CurRZON said that when he was at Cannes, and was discussing the 
question of the Pact with M. Briand, he had desired to clear the ground of 
other outstanding and troublesome questions. One of them was Tangier. 
For a long time past abortive endeavours had been made to reach an agree- 
ment. Of the three Powers concerned, France and Spain had, no doubt, 
greater interests, but, on historic and strategic grounds, which he need not 
now enumerate in detail, British interests were also most important. When 
M. Millerand was in London in March 1920, he had asked Lord Curzon to 
arrange a discussion between themselves and the Spanish Ambassador. 
M. Millerand had, however, been recalled to Paris, and the impending 
conference did not materialise. Later, the French Government had declared 
that the conference must meet in Paris.'5 The Spanish Government, however, 
would not go to Paris, while the French Government would not go to 
Madrid. Lord Curzon had accordingly again suggested a conference @ trots 
in London. It had never taken place, and the situation was daily becoming 
more acute. There had been difficulties over the port, the fisheries and 
other matters. Both the Spanish and the French Governments had suggested 
to him that a separate arrangement should be made with them respectively, 
but he had always declined these overtures and had firmly maintained that 
the discussion and the arrangement must be tripartite. His Majesty’s 
Government wished to revert to the pre-war position. In 1914 a statute of 
Tangier’ had been drawn up, but fell through on account of the outbreak 
of war and the failure of the Spanish Government to agree. He did not 
want to press M. Poincaré unduly at the moment, but the question was a 
source of anxiety, and might become worse, and it was one of those problems 
which must be cleared up. M. Briand had requested us to make no public 
announcement about Tangier lest it should lead to misunderstanding, and 
tempt the French public to think that the British Government were raising 
the question of the French protectorate. Our recognition of the French 


14 For negotiations on the status of Tangier, see Survey of International Affairs, 1925, vol. 1 
(1927), p. 169. 

1S Lord Hardinge in his Annual Report for 1920, para. 78, stated: ‘On the 23rd July, in 
a conversation with Lord Curzon, M. Berthelot discussed the possibility of considering the 
question of Tangier @ trois with the Spanish and promised to inform M. Millerand. The 
proposal to hold a conference d@ trois broke down over the question of its venue. Although 
M. Millerand had originally, when visiting London in March, proposed that the discussions 
should take place in London, yet in December M. Leygues declined absolutely to allow 
this, and even went so far as to tell Lord Curzon that any French Government which 
accepted London as the scene of the conference would fall. As the British and Spanish 
Governments were equally determined that the conference should not take place in Paris, 
the proposal was dropped altogether.’ 

16 The text of the 1914 Statute of Tangier is printed in Appendices III and IV of G. H. 
Stuart, The International City of Tangier (Stanford, 1931), pp. 286-316. 
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protectorate in Morocco had, however, he had reminded M. Briand,'7 been 
conditional upon the internationalisation of Tangier. 

M. Poincaré said that he saw no objection to a London discussion. He 
could not, however, go himself, as Parliament would not leave him time. A 
French representative could go, but the conversations must be private and 
must not be an open council. 

Lorp Curzon said that that was quite understood. 

M. Poincaré said that the question of Tangier was a delicate one, but 
there could be no conflict of interests. France would certainly respect those 
of Great Britain. There could be no question of using Tangier as a sub- 
marine base, or with any hostile intent. The matter was a delicate one, not 
between France and Great Britain, but between themselves and the Spaniards. 
Hitherto there had been two currents of opinion in the French Government 
on the subject of Tangier. He, M. Poincaré, was quite determined that 
there should only be one, and that all questions separating France and Great 
Britain must be eliminated. The Pact could follow, and set a seal upon this 
procedure. Any other procedure would be putting the cart before the horse. 

Lorp Curzon said that when M. Poincaré had had more time to look 
round he would ask him to send a representative of the French Govern- 
ment to London for the private discussion @ trots which was in contemplation. 
Lord Curzon added that he would either write or speak to M. Poincaré 
about this a few weeks hence. 

M. Porncare said that he would await the communication, and do his 
best to hasten a solution. His Majesty’s Government could always count 
upon him to do his best to co-operate loyally and frankly with Great Britain. 
He, himself, had regretted the ‘défaut de méthode’ and the irregularity of 
the Franklin-Bouillon Agreement. It had been a mistake, not a deliberate 
action. 

(The conversation then closed.) 


17 At a conversation on January 9, 1922, at Cannes. See French Annual Report for 1922, 
under cover of Paris despatch No. 2921 of December 31, 1922 (W 2558/2558/17). 
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The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Hardinge (Paris) 
No. 26 Telegraphic: by bag [E 884|5/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, January 24, 1922 


Reuters have just received a telegram! from Constantinople giving main 
features of my confidential note? on settlement of Eastern question, mention- 
ing the precise line of Thracian frontier which I had suggested and adding 
‘This frontier is however considered strategically unsound both in French 
and Turkish circles, where it is believed to be prompted by a desire to save 
Greek amour propre’. 


t Of January 21, not printed. 2 No. 496. 
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My note was only sent to French and Italian governments with earnest 
request for secrecy and it is obvious therefore can only have reached Con- 
stantinople through one of those channels. 

Reuter’s words and the circumstances of the case render it fairly certain 
that the French are the culprits, and I entertain little doubt in my own mind 
that my note was either shown to Turks in Paris or was sent by French to 
Constantinople. This gross breach of confidence gravely compromises our 
impending discussion, and makes me almost despair of any diplomatic 
conversations with the French. 

I think you might tell Monsieur Poincaré how seriously concerned I am 
at these revelations, and that if our conversations at Paris are to be conducted 
in similar atmosphere, I foresee small chance of success. Monsieur Poincaré 
has more than once expressed his preference for diplomatic channel of 
communications. But these will be hopelessly discredited if those who take 
part in them feel themselves at liberty to ignore their confidential character, 
and to queer the pitch by disclosing them at critical stages, whether it be, 
as in this case to people with whom we are still at war, or to the press. 


No. 510 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received Fanuary 29, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 54 Telegraphic [E 995/5/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, January 26, 1922, 4.30 p.m. 


Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs called on me yesterday and 
said that Turkish government had received a report that European frontier 
to be proposed to Turkey would run from Rodosto to Midia. He said that 
not even the most moderate Turk could accept such a frontier which would 
leave a large portion of the northern shore of the Sea of Marmora in Greek 
hands. Turks could not contemplate the Greeks having sovereignty over 
any portion of the shores of the Dardanelles or Sea of Marmora. They were 
ready to give Great Britain any guarantees for which she asked that Straits 
should remain absolutely free and unfortified. These guarantees would not 
be paper but material guarantees. 

I said I had always understood that Turks had objected to Chatalja line 
as a frontier because it brought Greeks too close to Turkish capital. While 
I did not know what might eventually be European frontier of Turkey, line 
he had indicated would remove Greeks to a considerable distance from 
Constantinople. I asked him from what source Turkish government had 
received their information about this alleged proposal. He replied that he 
thought it had been telegraphed by Havas.! 


1 Cf. No. 509. 
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No. 511 


Lord Hardinge (Paris) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received Fanuary 28, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 47 Telegraphic: by bag [E 9735/44] 
PARIS, January 27, 1922 

Your Lordship’s telegram No. 26.! 

In accordance with Your Lordship’s instructions, I addressed a private 
letter to the president of the council drawing his attention to the contents of 
the Reuter telegram, and complaining of the indiscretion which had occurred. 

Monsieur Poincaré sent Monsieur Peretti? to me this morning to say that 
the contents of the Reuter telegram had filled him also with consternation 
when he had read it, but he absolutely disclaimed any responsibility for it. 
Monsieur Peretti maintained to me that nobody had seen the memorandum 
except Monsieur Briand, Monsieur Poincaré and himself, and that it had 
never left his safe keeping. Monsieur Poincaré was much disturbed at the 
implication that the indiscretion had come from the French side, and had 
telegraphed to Constantinople to ascertain the truth. The reference to 
French circles evidently applied to French circles in Constantinople. 
General Pellé himself has not seen the memorandum. At the same time 
Monsieur de Cl[o]siéres, the French financial agent at Constantinople, 
now in Paris, stated that he knew for a fact that Monsieur Nogara} had seen 
the memorandum. 

I thanked Monsieur Peretti for the information he had given me, and at 
the same time asked him to convey to Monsieur Poincaré my thanks for the 
assurances he had given me, and to express my regret that in view of what 
Monsieur Peretti had told me, there had been any insinuation in my letter 
that the indiscretion originated from French sources.‘ 

1 No. 509. 

2 M. Peretti de la Rocca was Director of the Department of Commercial and Economic 
Affairs. 

3 Italian representative on the Ottoman Debt Council at Constantinople. 

4 Mr. Oliphant minuted on January 28: “The evidence is, however, all against the 
French in spite of their attempt to shift the blame onto the Italians. We could be sure the 


French would tell the Turks; the really objectionable thing is the publication of the French 
views Opposing our proposals. There seems nothing more to be done in the matter.’ 


No. 512 


Sir R. Graham (Rome) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received January 31) 


No. 84 Confidential [E 1071/5/44) 
ROME, January 27, 1922 
My Lord, 
With reference to your Lordship’s despatch No. 1095 of the goth ultimo! 
and to my telegram No. 28 of to-day’s date,? I have the honour to transmit 


t No. 496. 2 Not printed. 
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herewith a translation of a note verbale3 from the Italian Ministry for Foreign 
Affairs respecting the proposed revision of the Treaty of Sévres, which his 
Excellency handed to me to-day. 

As there was barely time to have it translated and copied for this evening’s 
bag, I did not discuss it with his Excellency. But he made it sufficiently 
clear that Italian support of your Lordship’s proposals was dependent upon 
your accepting the proposals, mainly of an economic nature, now put for- 
ward by the Italian Government.‘ 

I have, &c., 
R. GRAHAM 

3 Not printed. See, however, No. 522, below. 

4 In a note of February 1 handed to the Foreign Office by the Italian Ambassador, the 
Italian Government stated that their Ambassador at Paris had been instructed to declare: 
*(1) — que le Gouvernement Royal considére l’Accord Tripartite comme ayant pleine force 
et valeur, (2) — que, si le Gouvernement Royal a consenti, dans son dernier Memorandum, 
a renoncer a toute notification ou imposition 4 la Turquie de l’Accord Tripartite, cela 
comporte seulement des modifications de forme aux clauses déja établies, (3) —-que le 
Gouvernement Royal ne pourra pas consentir au réglement de la question d’Orient séparé- 
ment de la question de I’Accord Tripartite.’ 


No. 513 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 


(Received fanuary 30, 9.45 p.m.) 
No. 62 Telegraphic (E 1067/769/44] 


Secret CONSTANTINOPLE, January 30, 1922, 2.10 p.m. 


In view of conference this week in Paris on Near Eastern question it may 
be useful to indicate attitude of Constantinople government with regard 
to European frontier of Turkey as far as I can gather it. 

It appears from a particularly secret source that Turks believe three 
alternative frontiers are in prospect 1.e. (1) Rodosto—Midia line, (2) Enos— 
Midia line, (3) line of Maritza (? with) Adrianople. Turks also believe 
British delegates will propose Rodosto—Midia line but that French are 
favourable to line of Maritza and handing back of Adrianople to Turkey. 

There is little doubt that last (? June) Constantinople government would 
have accepted Enos—Midia line without much demur but they have since 
been encouraged to hope for more by belief that French are favourable to 
retention by Turkey of Eastern Thrace with Adrianople. Nevertheless, I 
believe that if allies were to propose Enos—Midia line in such a way as to 
show Turks that there was no appeal from this decision they would accept it. 
I am convinced that they will not accept Rodosto—Midia line unless it 1s 
imposed on them by force. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs, who is a moderate nationalist, has several 
times advocated line of Maritza. There is no doubt that Turks attach great 
importance, for historical and sentimental reasons, to retention of Adria- 
nople. Indeed they have in mind a suggestion that Adrianople should be 
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joined to Turkish territory by a corridor. Grand Vizier has never mentioned 
Adrianople or line of Maritza to me. He will take what he can get.' 
Repeated to Paris No. 6. 


1 In his despatch No. 117 of January 30, Sir H. Rumbold stated: ‘I have been much 
struck of late by the crystallization of the idea that if the Constantinople Government obtain 
what they consider an equitable treaty, but one which would not necessarily embody all 
the conditions of the National Pact, they would accept it and endeavour to secure its 
acceptance by Anatolia, at the same time knocking the bottom out of the Kemalist move- 
ment. I am unaware of the means which the Constantinople Government have of carrying 
out this policy, but the Grand Vizier spoke with great confidence on the subject. It may 
be that the knowledge of the dissensions at present existing at Angora make the Constanti- 
nople Turks think that there is a good probability of their being able to carry out the above- 
mentioned policy.’ 


No. 514 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Hardinge (Paris) 
No. 29 Telegraphic [E 1072/5/44] 


Very Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, January 30, 1922, 2.40 p.m. 


The note! containing views of French government about basis of impending 
discussion on Eastern affairs, though promised to me on Friday? last, only 
reached Foreign Office this morning, leaving no time for adequate con- 
sideration before my contemplated departure for Paris tomorrow.3 Further, 
an advance copy having been procured from French embassy yesterday, 
an examination of it showed so serious a misconception on the part of the 
French government of the point of view from which we at any rate were about 
to enter the conference of foreign ministers at Paris, that I must consult my 
colleagues as to the situation. In these circumstances I must regretfully ask 
M. Poincaré to postpone the meeting till next week when I shall hope to be 
in a position to come after the opening of parliament i.e. on or about February 
gth. I am afraid that if we were to meet this week the prospects of an agree- 
ment in the few days open to us would be inconsiderable; while the con- 
sequence of any such failure would be far-reaching and deplorable. 

A despatch* stating our views upon the new situation created by the French 
note which has excited no small surprise here, will be sent to you to-morrow 
for transmission to the French government. 

Repeated to Rome No. 28. 


1 Not printed. This note, which was a reply to Lord Curzon’s proposals of December 
go (see No. 496), was dated January 27, but it was not received in the Foreign Office until 
January jo. 

2 i.e. January 27. 

3 In his telegram No. 25 of January 23, Lord Curzon had informed Lord Hardinge that 
he accepted M. Poincaré’s invitation to open discussion on February |. 

¢ This despatch (see No. 515, below) was dated January 30. 
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No. 515 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Hardinge (Paris) 
No. 314 [E 1122/5/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, January 30, 1922 
My Lord 

On Thursday last his Excellency the French Ambassador, in the course of 
a conversation with me on other points, indicated his intention to send to the 
Foreign Office on the following day the statement of the views of the French 
Government with regard to the impending conference on the affairs of the 
East, which M. Poincaré had promised me in Paris. It did not arrive till 
this morning, and the Cabinet have accordingly not had the time or the 
opportunity to give to it the consideration which it demands. In these 
circumstances it would, in any case, have been well-nigh impossible for me 
to proceed to Paris to-morrow, as hitherto arranged,' in order to commence 
the discussion with the French and Italian Foreign Ministers on Wednesday 
morning. There would have been no time to give more than a cursory exami- 
nation in advance to the detailed proposals for the revision of the Treaty of 
Sévres, put forward by the French Government. 

A perusal, however, of these proposals, and still more of the covering 
letter from the French Ambassador, demonstrated that the French Govern- 
ment were approaching the Paris discussion from a point of view so widely 
divergent from the British, and that they regarded the work which it is 
expected to accomplish in so different a light, that there could be small 
prospect of an agreement until these misconceptions were removed. 

I will proceed to state their nature. 

The French Ambassador commences with the statement that as the British 
memorandum? sent by me to Paris and to Rome as a basis of discussion 
some weeks ago takes account of the Greek attitude, as revealed by M. 
Gounaris in his long interviews with myself,3 so the French document takes 
account of the Turkish attitude, with which the French Government have 
had, as they justly remark, peculiar opportunities of becoming acquainted. 
In other words, as my memorandum is to be regarded a brief of the Greek 
case, it is incumbent upon the French to state and to espouse the Turkish 
case in the impending conference. 

Such an interpretation of the British attitude has no foundation in fact. 
The suggestion that His Majesty’s Government have taken sides on behalf 
of Greece against Turkey in the memorandum submitted by myself, or were 
about to take sides at the Paris meeting, must cause His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment the greatest surprise, and demands the most prompt and emphatic 
repudiation. It would in any case be rendered in the highest degree 1m- 
probable by the facts that Great Britain is herself the greatest Mahommedan 
Power in the world, that her Mahommedan subjects rendered her invaluable 


1 See No. 514, n. 3. 2 No. 496. 
3 See Nos. 425, 427, 431, and 449. 
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service in the war, for which she will ever remain grateful, and that it is a 
British quite as much as if not more than an international interest that the 
Eastern question should be settled with due regard to Turkish sentiment and 
the future of the Turkish nation. The last object, therefore, that His Majesty’s 
Government had in view was to take sides for one party or the other. Their 
object is to see justice done to both, for if Britain is a great Mahommedan 
Power, equally is she a great Christian Power, and equally must she remember 
that Greece was her ally, and also the ally of the French, in the latter stages 
of the war, and in that capacity rendered conspicuous service to both. 

But the French assumption meets with an even more conclusive negative 
in the history of the case. So far from the terms suggested by me as a basis 
of discussion at Paris being the result of my long interviews with M. Gounaris, 
or representing his ideas, they were never discussed with him at all during 
my conversations in London, my object being confined exclusively to obtain- 
ing the assent of the Greek Government—in which I was fortunately success- 
ful—to place themselves in the hands, not of Great Britain, but of the Allied 
Powers as a whole. In so acting, I thought that I was acting in the interests, 
not so much of Greece, or of Great Britain, as of the Allies as a whole and of 
peace. It was therefore with extreme surprise that I learned from his 
Excellency the French Ambassador that my memorandum, containing as 
it did proposals, many of which must be intensely distasteful to the Greeks, 
and which, if accepted, would impose heavy sacrifices upon them, had 
nevertheless conveyed to the French Government the impression that I was 
a political partisan, imposing upon them the obligation of stating the Turkish 
case with a fervour and amplitude that would win admiration even of 
Mustapha Kemal. 

But it may also be remarked in passing that the Greek Ministers have not 
conversed with myself or with the British Government alone. They did not 
come to London until they had visited Paris and had the privilege of more 
than one conversation with M. Briand, at that time Foreign Minister and 
President of the Council.4 They have also been to Rome and enjoyed similar 
opportunities there.s Conversely, the French authorities, in spite of the 
advantages to which reference has already been made, are not the sole persons 
who are acquainted with Turkish opinion, the British High Commissioner 
at Constantinople having had frequent opportunities of conversing with 
representatives both of the Constantinople and the Angora Governments 
at the Sultan’s capital. It would appear, therefore, that no one of the Great 
Powers has any claim to be regarded as the special spokesman of this or that 
combatant party. It has presumably been the desire of all the Allies to 
make themselves familiar with both sides of the case, with the object of 
arriving thereby at a just and equitable solution. 

It must further be obvious that no discussion at Paris is likely to be fruitful 
—on the contrary, it will be condemned to certain failure—if those who 
take part in it are to be regarded in advance as advocates of this or that 
party or cause. The idea with which the impending conversation was 

4 See Nos. 417, 418, and 424. s See No. 498. 
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originally suggested by myself, and, as I thought, accepted both by France 
and Italy, was that the three Powers should divest themselves of all prepos- 
sessions, and should approach this most difficult question from the widest 
standpoint and with the object not of gaining a victory either for Greeks or 
Turks, but of removing a dark cloud from the Eastern landscape and of re- 
establishing the peace of the world. 

Bearing in mind this aim, it is difficult to understand what useful purpose 
can be served by presenting, as is done in the French note, a historical 
narrative of recent events which will hardly stand the test of impartial 
examination. 

The French Ambassador reminds us that Greece is still governed by the 
Sovereign and the Government who were responsible for so unfriendly a 
policy in the early stages of the war. But he fails to remember that Great 
Britain has no more responsibility for either factor than has France, that 
British Ministers have expressed themselves with just as much severity about 
the present Greek King as has done France, and that public opinion in this 
country is no more favourable to that monarch than it is across the channel. 

What his Excellency, however, has omitted altogether to notice is that there 
was a period, not far distant, when the Turks were a far more persistent, 
bitter and formidable enemy to the Allied cause than any Greek Govern- 
ment ever attempted or could have hoped to be, that by their action in 
closing the Straits and forcing hostilities upon the Powers they prolonged 
the war for a period to be measured by years, imposing upon the Allies, and 
upon Great Britain in particular, an appalling sacrifice both of treasure and 
lives—a sacrifice which in the former respect has been continued for more 
than three years after the conclusion of the armistice, but is now apparently 
to be forgotten in the contemplation of the revived fortunes of the Angora 
Government and the ancient misdeeds of the Greeks. 

Even in this respect the French note appears again to deviate from the 
path of fairness; for, in its anxiety to throw discredit upon the Greek army 
and authorities for the atrocities committed in Asia Minor, it appeals to the 
international commissions of enquiry, forgetting that in the published report 
of the principal of these, dated the rst June, 1921, which investigated the cir- 
cumstances of the Ismid evacuation, the conclusion was stated over the 
signatures of the French and Italian as well as of the British members of the 
commission that: “There is no doubt that there has been a large number of 
atrocities in the Ismid peninsula, and it appears that those on the part of the 
Turks have been more considerable and ferocious than those on the part of 
the Greeks.’ 

To distribute the responsibility for the terrible events that have occurred 
and are still occurring in Asia Minor between Turks and Greeks is not 
required at the present moment; but to ascribe them to one party alone is 
not only manifestly unfair but is surely to contravene the spirit in which the 
impending discussion should take place. It may be said indeed that the 
paragraph in question in his Excellency’s letter could, by a merely verbal 

6 See No. 212, n. 2, and No. 320. 
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transposition of names, have been made to apply with almost equal accuracy 
to the Turks as to the Greeks. 

I have said enough to indicate that it is not on these lines that it will be 
of any use to enter upon the proposed conversations. Those who will be 
present are, it has hitherto been presumed, attending, not to discuss the 
rival merits, actions, or pretensions of Turkey or Greece, but to end the 
conflict on terms which will be honourable to both. Such was the spirit in 
which my memorandum had been prepared, and such was the spirit in 
which I had hoped that it would be received. 

It is neither necessary nor desirable to discuss here at length the terms of 
the French counter-proposals which have been submitted with the Ambas- 
sador’s letter—upon some among them I have indicated a provisional 
Opinion to the Count de Saint-Aulaire. Their general character, however, 
is in harmony with the tone of the despatch itself, and confirms the impres- 
sion produced by the latter. If they are to be regarded as a statement of the 
extreme Turkish claim, which they have every appearance of being, they 
indeed deserve full consideration from that point of view. But if they are 
to be regarded as the reasoned contribution of the French Government to 
the solution of the problem, which the French Foreign Minister intends to 
urge in their integrity at the forthcoming conference, I cannot conceal my 
apprehension that the conference may be of brief duration and that it will 
not be rich in results. 

The fear of embarking upon a discussion, on which the eyes of Europe 
will be fixed, but which might be attended with such a consequence, is an 
additional reason why His Majesty’s Government must be reluctant that 
their representatives should enter 1t with so doubtful a prospect. It would 
seem to be an essential condition of success that there should be a mutual 
recognition, in respect both of attitude and of terms, of the spirit in which the 
case should be approached. 

There remains a further point of the highest importance which ought also 
to becleared up before any discussion can profitably begin, but which is left in 
doubt by the terms of the French despatch. It is stated in the third paragraph 
that neither the French Parliament nor French public opinion will allow of 
coercive measures being taken against the Turks to compel them to accept 
terms adopted in favour of the present Greek Government, and that the 
French Government will not in any way participate in any action, of any 
nature whatsoever, tending to impose such terms upon the Turks. 

If the proposition here laid down be that it would be unfair to impose 
forcibly upon the Turks a solution of a markedly Greek complexion, there can 
be no more objection to such a thesis than to the corresponding proposition 
that it would be unfair to impose a markedly Turkish solution upon the 
Greeks. His Majesty’s Government can readily join the French Government 
in accepting either or both propositions, but inasmuch as the object of the 
conference is not to devise either a pro-Greek or a pro-Turk solution, but 
to arrive at a decision which is fair to both, the above passage still leaves in 
obscurity the question what in the opinion of the French Government is to 
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be done when such a decision has been reached by the three Allied Powers. 
Is it the contention of the French Government that it is in no case to be en- 
forced upon the Turks in the event of their declining it, and that the French 
Government will in no circumstances participate in such enforcement, but 
that, on the other hand, as the passage seems to imply, it may be enforced 
upon the Greeks, should they refuse, and that the French will join in such 
enforcement? Or is the argument that the decision is not to be enforced on 
either party, and that the resumption of the conflict is to be witnessed by the 
Powers with helpless indifference? 

In order to elucidate this very important question it seems desirable to 
examine with some precision the probable or possible course of events. 
Always assuming that the three Powers have come to an agreement as to the 
terms to be offered, is it contemplated by the French Government that when, 
either at Constantinople or elsewhere, these terms are expounded to the 
Greeks and the Turks, the former are to accept, on the strength of the 
attitude of M. Gounaris, while the Turks are to be at liberty to refuse? And 
if refusal be the course adopted by either party, is a different treatment to be 
meted out to both? Is the Greek to be coerced, but the Turk to remain free? 
And, if so, what can be the defence of such a differentiation? Why should 
a different procedure be adopted with regard to the Turkish Peace Treaty 
than [sic] has been followed with regard to all the other Peace Treaties? 
In this case be it remembered, it is not with the Greeks that the treaty is being 
made. They are belligerents, but they are not enemies. On the contrary, they 
are still and have been Allies. The Turks, on the other hand, have been and 
still are not merely belligerents, but enemies, inasmuch as they have not 
ratified the Peace Treaty which they signed. Why then should they receive 
different treatment from that which has been dealt out to every other enemy 
Power with whom peace has been made by the Allies? From no quarter 
has the importance of the necessity of sanctions in such a contingency been 
urged with greater insistence than France. What then is the nature of the 
sanction that the Allies should now hold in view? Allowing that the exact 
nature of any such sanction is a legitimate subject of discussion, it 1s never- 
theless clear that if the intended discussions at Paris are to be regarded 
solely as in the nature of friendly advice to be offered to the combatants, 
which either of them is to be at liberty to accept or refuse, or which the 
Greeks are expected to accept while the Turks will be at liberty to refuse, 
there is little to be gained from entering upon the discussions at all. For if 
either the Greeks or the Turks may reject the terms with impunity, then the 
labours of the conference will have been thrown away, the meeting in which 
the terms are offered and refused will end in a humiliating fiasco and the 
responsibility for the crowning failure will rest upon the Allies. 

It seems therefore to be essential that some prior understanding on this 
subject should be reached before the conversations begin, and that we should 
not enter blindfolded on a path which may end in a precipice. From this 
point of view it is a matter for satisfaction that the issue has been so explicitly 
raised by apparent reservations of the French despatch. 
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In conclusion, if the first impressions of the British Government have been 
stated in this communication with absolute frankness, this has arisen from 
no desire to create difficulties or to question the sincere and earnest desire of 
the French Government to arrive by methods of conciliation at the goal of 
peace, but only from the profound conviction that there could be no greater 
disaster than the failure of the projected meeting, and that unless there is a 
clear understanding beforehand on the subjects referred to in this letter, 
such failure may not be remote. 

I shall be glad if you will read this despatch to the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs and leave a copy of it in his hands.’ 

Iam, &c., 
CuRZON OF KEDLESTON 


7 A copy of this despatch was sent to Rome. In his telegram No. 44 of February g, not 
printed, Lord Curzon instructed Sir R. Graham to communicate a copy of this despatch to 
the Minister for Foreign Affairs. 
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Lord Hardinge (Paris) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received February 2, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 56 Telegraphic: by bag [E 1164/5/44] 

PARIS, February 1, 1922 

I saw Monsieur Poincaré this afternoon. I read to him a French trans- 
lation of Your Lordship’s despatch No. 314 of January 3oth! and left him a 
copy. He interrupted me more than once stating that he had not seen the 
French ambassador’s note, that it was not written according to his instruc- 
tions and that he would telegraph for a copy. He added that he was dis- 
satisfied with the note? that the French ambassador had addressed to you in 
relation to the pact, a very important point having been omitted by him 
and that he had already drawn his attention to this. I remarked that these 
were not the only cases of notes that apparently did not represent the views 
of the French government since we had had the unfortunate experience 
last July of a similar note upon the Upper Silesian question? and I added 
that whether accurate or not they could only be regarded by Your Lordship 
as representing the views of the French government. In this he concurred. 
He further stated he strongly deprecated the view that in his memorandum 
he acted as an advocate of the Turks equally with the view that you acted as 
an advocate of the Greeks, his sole aim and object being to come to an agree- 

1 No. 515. 

2 Presumably the Note of January 26, 1922, communicating to Lord Curzon the French 
draft of the proposed Anglo-French Treaty. The British draft of the Treaty had been 
handed by Mr. Lloyd George to M. Briand on January 12 at Cannes. For the texts of these 
drafts, see Papers respecting Negotiations for an Anglo-French Pact, Cmd. 2169 (1924), Nos. 38 


and 39. 
3 See Vol. XVI, No. 266. 
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ment with you on terms that would be acceptable both to the Turks and 
Greeks. He did not despair of finding such a solution. 

As to the question of the manner of imposing conditions on the Turks, 
he did not see what steps were feasible to carry this out. Only yesterday he 
had had a meeting of generals of the staff at which General Pellé+ and 
General Gouraud were present and they had declared that while it was out 
of the question to undertake military operations to coerce the Turks all other 
measures such as a blockade or the threat of remaining indefinitely at 
Constantinople would be illusory in their effect upon the Angora government. 
Further any such measures would provoke an attack by Mustapha Kemal 
upon Syria and Mesopotamia and in particular upon Mesopotamia, since 
the Angora government are well aware that the chief resistance to their 
aims emanates from London. It was therefore of vital importance that the 
terms put forward to the Greeks and Turks should be of such a nature as to 
be generally acceptable to both. The two points upon which he regarded the 
Angora government as irreconcilable are the complete evacuation and 
restoration of Turkish sovereignty over Smyrna and the Vilayet and the 
question of an Armenian home in Cilicia. Any infringement of the Turkish 
sovereignty in either case would be regarded as a dismemberment of Asia 
Minor and would render a solution impossible. He did not despair of finding 
with you a settlement that would be satisfactory to the Turks as regards 
Thrace, since upon that point they would be much less exacting. I told 
him that there were other French proposals contained in the French ambas- 
sador’s note that were quite inacceptable such as conscription, minorities, 
the Straits and Constantinople. As regards conscription he said that he had 
come round entirely to your view, and as to the three other points that I 
had mentioned, he anticipated no difficulty in coming to a satisfactory 
agreement especially as regards the Straits which was as much a French as 
a British interest. He said that he would reply fully to your despatch as soon 
as possible. I emphasized to him that you had in no sense promised to come 
to Paris on the gth and that date had only been mentioned as the earliest 
date upon which you would be free. He accepted this. 

After a good deal of further desultory conversation I told the President of 
the Council that there is nobody in England more friendly to France than 
the Prime Minister and yourself and that the recent unfortunate turn that 
Anglo-French affairs had taken had caused you considerable anxiety, not 
only in connection with the affairs of the Near East but also as regards the 
pact. You had told me that it is not likely that the cabinet would accept the 
extensions which Monsieur Poincaré had proposed.’ It seemed to be for- 
gotten that it was Monsieur Briand who had asked for the alliance’ and 


4 In his telegram No. 12 of January 12, Sir H. Rumbold had reported that General 
Pellé was leaving Constantinople for Paris on January 13 as he did not wish his government 
at the forthcoming conference ‘to derive their inspiration about Near Eastern affairs and 
position here principally from Monsieur Franklin-Bouillon’. 

S i.e. in the French draft of the Treaty. 

6 See Cmd. op. cit., No. 33, and Vol. XVI, No. 768. 
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His Majesty’s Government had imagined that they were doing the ‘beau 
geste’ for their great ally, for whom they have a profound admiration, in 
assuming solely a very serious obligation which they had not even asked the 
French government should be mutual, but now all sorts of conditions were 
being imposed as though it was for France to determine the terms of the 
pact and for His Majesty’s Government to accept. 

Monsieur Poincaré replied that the proposals he had made should not be 
regarded as conditions but merely as points for discussion some of which 
even such as the extension of the duration of the pact had been accepted in 
principle by the Prime Minister in his interview.? He added that if His 
Majesty’s Government objected to so long a term as thirty years he would 
be quite satisfied to accept one of twenty. 

My first impression from my interview which lasted more than an hour, 
is that the main preoccupation of the French government is to avoid any- 
thing which might entail further military operations in the Near East 
whether against Turks or Greeks, and that if this can be secured, and if 
His Majesty’s Government can meet the views of French government as 
regards Smyrna and the Armenians in Cilicia, there will be no difficulty in 
the two governments coming to terms on all questions in which there is at 
present a divergence of views between them.® 


7 This interview between M. Poincaré and Mr. Lloyd George had taken place at the 
British Embassy, Paris, on January 14. A record of the conversation is contained in 
C.P. 3612 and I.C.P. 235. 

8 Mr. Osborne minuted on February 2 as follows: ‘Our despatch seems to have been 
most useful since it has to some extent called the Franco-Turkish bluff and brought M. 
Poincaré out into the open. 

‘The attempt to shift the blame onto the French Embassy seems to me rather despicable; 
it is hardly conceivable that they can have departed so widely from their instructions .... 

‘The French entirely disregard the Sultan and the Constantinople Govt., but I think 
we should tell them that if their Angora friends remain intractable we propose to consider 
a settlement with the Sultan who would then offer peace to Anatolia. I think this threat 
might be effective when transmitted, as it would be, to Angora. 

‘It is most satisfactory to note that M. Poincaré is prepared to withdraw on the minorities, 
Straits, Constantinople and conscription questions. We may not unreasonably hope for 
still further withdrawals if we are firm on (a) no advance on the Midia—Rodosto line without 
satisfactory arrangements for the minorities in Smyrna and Cilicia and (6) a settlement with 
the Sultan if Kemal refuses to come into line.’ 

Lord Curzon added: ‘I want the Dep[ar]t[ment] to consider 


(a) forms of indirect pressure to be applied to the Turks 
e.g. (i) withdrawal of rights to purchase arms etc.; (ii) withdrawal of all financial 
assistance present or prospective; (iii) some form of assistance to the Greeks; (iv) in- 
creased stringency of other parts of the new treaty as ag[ain]st the Turks e.g. with- 
drawal of Adrianople special status; (v) exclusion from the League of Nations as 
suggested above; (vi) Treaty with Constantinople to exclusion of Angora. 

(6) if it be proposed to abandon Smyrna unconditionally, what guarantees need be taken 
for the Greek populations in Smyrna, Aivali and the interior (Brusa etc.). We cannot 
allow them to be wiped out. 


‘Is it possible to devise a status that should apply equally mutatis mutandis to Smyrna and 
Adrianople? C.2/2.’ 
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The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Hardinge (Paris) 
No. 344 [F 1248/5/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, February 2, 1922 
My Lord, 

The French Ambassador came to see me this afternoon and in the course 
of our conversation handed me a document of many pages! containing, in a 
formal shape and drawn up, as he believed, by M. Poincaré himself, the 
observations of the French Government concerning the modifications which 
they desire to introduce into the text of the proposed treaty of guarantee? 
between France and Great Britain. The substance of this memorandum he 
had communicated to me before in our various conversations, but only, as 
he said, in a personal capacity. He now desired to hand it in collectively 
and formally on behalf of his Government. 

His Excellency then passed on to renew, in an apologetic vein, his obser- 
vations on the recent unfortunate letter of his Government? concerning the 
Greco-Turkish situation, which letter I now knew, and he also was aware 
that I knew, even though the substance of it might have been sent to him 
from Paris, had been composed by himself. While he repeated to me with 
much reiteration what he had intended to convey, I had no alternative, but 
to reply that he had signally failed to convey it, and that the impression 
which his letter had produced upon me had been shared by everyone who 
had read the document. 

I told him, however, that I was much more concerned with what we were 
going to do at the conference at Paris than with what had previously been 
written. I was aware from a telegram‘ from your Lordship what had passed 
in the interview between yourself and M. Poincaré, and, indeed, the Count 
de Saint-Aulaire proceeded to give me the same information on his own 
account. I was glad, I said, to learn that M. Poincaré had modified his 
attitude on many of the important particulars upon which I had commented; 
but there remained two important points upon which, so far, he did not appear 
to have given your Lordship or myself any satisfaction. If, as I gathered, 
M. Poincaré or the Turks were going to press for the complete evacuation 
of Anatolia by the Greeks, what, I asked, were the guarantees the French were 
going to propose for the safety and indeed the lives of the large Greek popula- 
tion in Smyrna, Aivali, and other towns in the interior. It was out of the 
question to trust them to the tender mercy of the Turks. We had ample and 
reliable evidence that the Angora Turks had been deporting the Christian 
populations of Eastern Anatolia in large masses to the coast amid every 
circumstance of cruelty and suffering. Their policy was indeed admitted by 
them to be one of deliberate extermination. Was it the least likely that 
Europe would stand by to see the Greeks on the Smyrna coast or in the 


™ Cmd., op. cit., No. 41. 2 Ibid., No. 38. 3 See No. 514, n. 1. 
4 No. 516. 
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interior treated in a similar fashion? Was it not absurd to rely upon the 
paper guarantees for minorities in the European treaties ?5 

His Excellency admitted that something much more substantial would be 
wanted in the present case, though he did not indicate to me clearly where 
It was to be found. He thought, however, that complete and immediate 
evacuation would be found impossible and that it could only be effected by 
stages. Meanwhile he placed great reliance upon the creation of a gen- 
darmerie under Allied officers. 

I said I did not believe for one moment that any such body would be 
able to prevent massacre if the Turks were bent upon it, and I earnestly 
urged the French Government, if their proposals were going to be of the 
character indicated by M. Poincaré, to address themselves to the case not 
merely of the Greeks whom they wished to turn out, but of the Greeks who 
were going to be left behind. 

The second point upon which I said I had so far had no reply from M. 
Poincaré was the view of the French Government as to the steps to be taken 
if an agreement arrived at between the Powers was absolutely rejected by 
the Turks. 

The Ambassador asked me what I would do in these circumstances, to 
which I replied that the question was one which I had originally contemplated 
examining in concert with the French at Paris, but it was they who had forced 
the matter to the front and compelled an earlier examination by laying down 
that in no circumstances whatsoever would they apply coercion to the Turks. 

His Excellency reiterated that for the French Government to fight the 
Turks or move forces against them was out of the question, and I readily 
allowed that we were as little anxious or as little likely to take a similar step. 
But this did not exhaust the possibilities of coercion which might be applied 
in many forms, and I urged the Ambassador to press upon his Government 
the deep consideration of this matter before the discussions in Paris began. 
One such form of pressure I did indeed indicate in my conversation, and 
that with a particular object. This might be a withdrawal of the permission 
accorded to the Turks (equally with the Greeks) at the last meeting in Paris 
to purchase arms, munitions and stores, not, indeed, from the Allied Govern- 
ments, but from any private firms who chose to supply them.® I told the 
Ambassador that I was well aware that French firms had taken ample 
advantage of this permission, and that Mustapha Kemal had been largely 
supplied by them, but the French had gone even further, for, in spite of the 
pledge against Government action, M. Briand had handed over to the 
Angora Turks, when evacuating Cilicia, large military stores, a great number 
of rifles, and no small amount of ammunition, on the plea that they would be 
useful for the gendarmerie whom it is proposed to set up. M. Franklin- 
Bouillon had frankly admitted the gift,7 but had excused it, as did the 
Ambassador, on the ground that its dimensions had been greatly exaggerated. 


5 See No. 432, n. 11. 6 See No. 356. 
7M. Franklin-Bouillon had made this admission in the course of a conversation at a 
lunch on January 27 at Sir Howard d’Egville’s club (Sir H. d’Egville was a barrister and 
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I observed that, whether its dimensions were great or small, it was a 
deliberate violation of an Allied agreement, and tended to emphasise the 
suspicion and dislike with which we naturally regarded the whole Franklin- 
Bouillon transaction. The Ambassador, I am inclined to think, entirely 
shares my views about the latter, for he informed me with some satisfaction 
that he had declined to meet that voluble negotiator when he had recently 
been in this country. 

Count de Saint-Aulaire pressed me to name a day when the suspended 
conversations in Paris might begin, but I declined to do this for the moment, 
remarking that the return of Lord Allenby next week® and the necessity of 
discussing the Egyptian situation with him would necessarily occupy me for 
the best part of the week after the opening of Parliament, while the news 
which had just been received of the fall of the Italian Ministry? rendered it 
more than doubtful whether they would be able to participate at an earlier 
date. 

Before concluding our conversation, the Ambassador said a few words to 
me about the impending conference’® concerning Tangier.'! As he appeared 
to be a little uncertain about the assurances given to me by M. Briand and 
M. Poincaré, I repeated them to him. He suggested—not, I am afraid, 
without deliberation—that the subject of the conversations was to be the 
assurance by France to Great Britain of guarantees for the maintenance of 
our commercial and strategical position at Tangier. 

I assured him at once that that was not the least the case. The conference 
was to be a tripartite one between France, Spain and ourselves. It was to 
deal, not with guarantees to Great Britain or to Spain, but with the inter- 
nationalisation of the town of Tangier. I proposed to take up the negotiations 


a writer on Colonial and Parliamentary affairs) at which Mr. W. J. Childs (temporary 
clerk in the Eastern Department of the Foreign Office) and Mr. Headlam-Morley (Historical 
Adviser to the Secretary of State) were present. In Mr. Childs’s record (E 1179/5/44) ‘of 
M. Franklin-Bouillon’s long and often vehement discourse, given in fluent and almost 
perfect English’, which dealt at great length with ‘the situation in the Mahommedan East, 
Bolshevism, the Treaty of Angora, his own share in it, French policy in Asia Minor, the 
Turkish Nationalists, and conditions in Asia Minor and Cilicia,’ M. Franklin-Bouillon is 
reported as saying: “The Nationalist army numbers about 200,000 men. They have rifles, 
but little clothing or boots. A considerable amount of munitions has been accumulated. 
Shells are being obtained from munition dumps in Constantinople ‘“‘guarded by somnolent 
British police’”’. The report continued: ‘He knew of two consignments of shells which had 
“evaporated” from this source having reached the Nationalists—one of 8,000, the other of 
45,000. They were conveyed by French steamers. Major Henry, said M. Franklin-Bouillon 
maliciously, went to Ineboli, and sold the first 8,o00 shells from these dumps to the Nation- 
alists. M. Franklin-Bouillon justified the handing over of French uniforms, weapons and 
munitions to the Nationalists on the ground that otherwise the new gendarmerie would be 
in rags, and give the Christian population the idea that they were brigands. Nor would 
rifles be available for the gendarmerie unless the French supplied them. The aeroplanes, 
ten in number, were to convey information speedily in a country devoid of means of com- 
munication. They were part of the equipment of the gendarmerie.’ 

8 See Correspondence respecting Affairs in Egypt, Cmd. 1592 (1922), Nos. 32 and 34. 

9 Signor Bonomi’s ministry resigned on February 2. 

10 This conference did not open until June, 1923. 11 See No. 508, n. 14. 
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from the stage at which they were dropped in 1914, soon after the beginning 
of the war, and the object was to set up, not a ridiculous form of petty muni- 
cipal administration, such had recently been proposed by the French, but a 
genuine form of international government for the town. 

The Ambassador enlarged to me upon the interests of France in the place, 
especially in connection with the projected railway, which was to be the 
starting point of a great transcontinental system leading to her possessions 
in the heart of Africa. 

This, I said, was important and would have to be safeguarded, but France 
must not forget and could not ignore that Tangier was not in or adjacent to 
the French protectorate of Morocco, but was actually in and surrounded by 
the Spanish zone. Further, that the great majority of its population were 
not French but Spanish, and that the Spanish claims to influence there could 
not, therefore, be denied. 

Upon the Ambassador remarking that the Spanish policy was that of 
annexation pure and simple, I observed that whilst this might have been the 
case, and I was not sure that an analogous policy had not been in the minds 
of some Frenchmen, the Spanish Government now knew perfectly well that 
any such solution was out of the question. I had myself told them quite 
candidly that their only chance was an international régime. They had 
accepted this and I did not imagine for a moment that they would seek to 
depart from it. That was the basis upon which our conversations must begin. 

When I said that I supposed that the Ambassador, from his long Moroccan 
experience, would be invited to represent his country, he said he thought 
this extremely unlikely, because he would be regarded as prejudiced in the 
matter. 

Iam, &c., 
CuRZzON OF KEDLESTON 


No. 518 


Lord Hardinge (Paris) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received February 4, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 61 Telegraphic: by bag [E 1251/5/44] 


PARIS, February 3, 1922 


Monsieur Poincaré sent Monsieur Peretti to me this afternoon to draw my 
attention to a Havas telegram emanating from London and dated yesterday 
giving an account of my interview with the President of the Council on the 
Ist instant,! together with a summary of the contents of your despatch to 
me.? The communiqué was said to be semi-official. 

The point raised by Monsieur Poincaré is that he understood that no 
communications of any kind were to be made to the press on the subject of 
the negotiations and that he himself had abstained in consequence from 
giving any information whatever to the Commissions of the Senate and 


t See No. 516. 2 No. 515. 
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Chamber of Deputies and also to the French press who are showing annoy- 
ance with him for his silence while telegrams are appearing from London 
giving information denied to the French newspapers. Monsieur Poincaré 
emphasized that he made no complaints of the contents of the communiqué, 
quite the reverse, but he wished for reciprocity in these matters. If com- 
munications are made in London, he would like it to be agreed that similar 
communications should be made here. 

I told Monsieur Peretti that I thought there must be some misunder- 
standing and that while Your Lordship had been very anxious that the 
contents of your memorandum for obvious reasons should not be made 
public and become the common property of the Turks and the Greeks, you 
probably did not intend that there should be any restriction of semi-official 
communiqués giving an account of the progress of negotiations. I said that 
I would, however, telegraph to Your Lordship informing you of the views 
of the President of the Council and suggesting that there might be no objec- 
tion to statements being given to the press of a general nature without going 
into details of the progress of negotiations. 


No. 519 


Lord Hardinge (Paris) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received February 4) 


No. 306 [E 1252/5/44] 
PARIS, February 3, 1922 


My Lord, 

I have the honour to transmit to you herewith M. Poincaré’s reply to your 
Lordship’s despatch No. 314 of the goth January,’ in regard to the negotia- 
tions on the Eastern question, with the receipt of which I acquainted your 
Lordship in my telegram No. 59 of to-day’s date.? 

I am sending the enclosures to M. Poincaré’s note in original, and should 
be grateful if I might be supplied in due course with the printed copies 
thereof. | 

I have, &c., 
HARDINGE OF PENSHURST 


™ No. 515. 2 Not printed. 


ENCLOSURE | IN No. 519 
M. Poincaré to Lord Hardinge 


PARIS, le 2 février 1922 
Mon cher Ambassadeur, 


J'ai relu avec attention la lettre que Lord Curzon vous a adressée le 30 
janvier3 et dont vous m’avez laissé hier le texte. Je ne crois pas inutile de 
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vous exposer les considérations qu’elle m’inspire. Je pense, comme Lord 
Curzon, qu'il y a de réels avantages a surseoir, Jusqu’au g février, a la 
réunion envisagée des trois Ministres des Affaires étrangéres; ce délai 
permettra de continuer de causer par la voie diplomatique et d’éviter tout 
malentendu lorsqu’on se réunira a Paris. 

Lord Curzon remarque que le mémorandum anglais et le mémorandum 
francais ont été rédigés en se placant a des points de vue tout a fait différents. 
Je suis trés heureux de prendre acte de l’assurance qu’il donne qu’il n’a pas 
été influencé, en faisant ses propositions, par les conversations qu’il a eues a 
Londres avec les Ministres grecs,* conversations dont il a, a plusieurs reprises, 
entretenu mon prédécesseur. Je n’attendais pas moins de la hauteur de vues 
et d’esprit du Principal Secrétaire d’Etat; je suis sir qu’il a recherché 
seulement les moyens d’arriver a rétablir en Orient la paix que tout le 
monde désire. Je lui demanderai d’étre également persuadé que j’ai moi- 
méme été guidé par ce sentiment. N’ayant pas de rapports officiels avec les 
Turcs d’Angora, je n’ai d’ailleurs pas pu, comme lui-méme I’a fait pour les 
Grecs, obtenir d’eux, par une conversation directe, qu’ils se placent entre 
les mains des Alliés. Aussi bien, je voudrais qu’on ne se méprit pas sur le 
caractére du mémorandumS que j’ai prié M. de Saint-Aulaire de remettre au 
Foreign Office. Je ne me suis pas plus fait l’avocat des Turcs que Lord Curzon 
ne s était fait celui des Grecs. Je suis tout a fait d’accord avec Lord Curzon 
pour penser que les trois Puissances doivent faire abstraction de toute idée 
préconcue et de tout intérét personnel et aborder cette difficile question du 
point de vue le plus large et avec la pensée, non pas de procurer une victoire 
aux Grecs ou aux Turcs, mais de dissiper de horizon oriental les nuages 
noirs et de rétablir la paix du monde. 

Le mémorandum frangais, pas plus que le mémorandum anglais ne 
saurait étre, a lui seul, une base de discussion. Le second n’est en tout cas 
pas une réponse au premier. Je considére ces deux documents comme de 
simples exposés des conditions qui paraissent des deux cdétés requises pour 
arriver au rétablissement de la paix, de méme que le mémorandum italien 
sera un exposé des vues italiennes. Dans l’entretien que j’ai eu a Paris avec 
Lord Curzon,® j’ai dit qu'il était a mes yeux nécessaire d’arriver a une 
solution acceptable pour les Turcs comme pour les Grecs. J’avais suggéré a 
ce moment que le Gouvernement frangais profitant de ses bonnes relations 
avec le Gouvernement d’Angora, pourrait s’informer, au moins officieuse- 
ment, des vues de ce dernier. Cette suggestion n’ayant pas été agréée 
par Lord Curzon, je n’avais pas insisté. 

Nous n’avons pas été préoccupés, en rédigeant notre mémorandum, de 
défendre des intéréts frangais contre d’autres intéréts concurrents; nous 
nous sommes bornés, je voudrais que LordCurzon en fit persuadé, a rechercher 
objectivement des bases pratiques pour le rétablissement de la paix entre 
les Grecs et les Turcs et il ne serait pas exact de prétendre que nous ne 
retenons dans notre mémorandum aucune des conclusions du mémorandum 


4 See Nos. 425, 427, 431, and 449. S See No. 514, n. I. 
6 See No. 508. 
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anglais, d’autant moins, je le répéte, que le premier n’ était pas, dans mon 
esprit, destiné a constituer une réponse au second. 

Pour Smyrne et pour la Thrace orientale, si lon compare les deux pro- 
positions, on se rend compte que je me suis borné a avancer dans la voie 
indiquée par Lord Curzon lui-méme. Pour la Thrace occidentale, il ressort 
de cette comparaison qu’il n’y a aucune divergence de vues entre nous. 
En ce qui concerne Constantinople et la Commission des Détroits, il n’y a 
pas non plus de divergences notables entre nos deux points de vue, et je ne 
crois pas qu’il soit impossible de subordonner |’évacuation de Constantinople, 
par exemple a un commencement d’exécution du Traité. Pour la question 
de l’Arménie turque, Je pense, comme Lord Curzon, qu'il est difficile 
de maintenir les clauses de Sévres, mais j’estime que ce n’est pas en Cilicie, 
ou il n’y a pour ainsi dire plus d’Arméniens, qu’il convient justement de 
rechercher une solution a la question arménienne. En ce qui concerne la 
protection des minorités, ne sommes-nous pas d’accord sur le principe de 
Passurer de la maniére la plus pratique? Pour ce qui touche aux clauses 
militaires, s'il est vrai que les Turcs ont besoin d’une armée et qu’il ne faut 
pas les obliger a la payer un prix qui ne serait pas en rapport avec leurs 
ressources financiéres, l’argument d’ordre général mis en avant par Lord 
Curzon, qui invoque la nécessité de ne pas traiter différemment la Turquie 
des autres pays ex-ennemis, |’Allemagne, Il’Autriche, la Bulgarie, me semble 
trés fort et retient toute mon attention. 

La simple comparaison des deux mémorandums ne me semble donc 
point si décourageante. Lord Curzon ne doutera pas que nous ne puissions 
arriver a un accord quand vous lui aurez fait savoir d’une maniére trés nette 
que j’examinerai volontiers, dans l’esprit le plus conciliant, toutes les 
suggestions anglaises, comme il examinera lui-méme les suggestions frangaises 
dans le seul désir d’arriver au rétablissement de la paix. Pour atteindre ce 
but, nous devons toujours avoir présents a esprit certains faits positifs et ne 
point nous bercer d’illusions. J’ai dit a Lord Curzon, lorsque j’ai eu le 
plaisir de le voir a Paris, que la France ne pouvait envisager la reprise des 
hostilités contre les Turcs et répugnerait méme a des mesures coercitives. 
Je crois bien que l’opinion anglaise n’accepterait pas facilement lenvoi en 
Asie Mineure de quelques divisions britanniques. Dans ces conditions, si 
nous voulons imposer la paix a l’une des deux parties, nous n’aurons pas la 
force a notre disposition. Je ne crois pas, étant donnée la situation de |’Asie 
Mineure, qu’un blocus soit un moyen de pression effectif. Je ne crois pas 
non plus que les Turcs céderaient devant la menace de voir prolonger I’occu- 
pation de Constantinople. Cette menace, si on la réalisait, les rejetterait 
simplement en Asie Mineure, vers les Soviets et vers un panislamisme qui 
comporterait de graves dangers. 

J'ai la crainte, et elle me parait justifiée, puisque nous n’avons pas de 
moyens de force a notre disposition, que si nous n’arrivons pas, par la per- 
suasion, a amener les belligérants a la paix, il ne sorte d’une prolongation 
de la guerre une situation tout aussi dangereuse pour la France que pour 
Angleterre, et c’est dans cette préoccupation que j’ai prié le Maréchal 
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Foch, qui s’était occupé déja, au cours des précédentes conférences, et 
d’accord avec ses collégues alliés, a dresser des plans d’intervention militaire 
en Orient, de remettre a jour la note qu’il avait remise au Conseil supréme 
sur ce sujet le 27 mars 1920.7 Il m’a donné hier une nouvelle note,® que je 
me permets de vous adresser ci-joint, en méme temps que l’ancienne. Les 
conclusions, vous le verrez, en sont bien inquié¢tantes. Le Maréchal Foch 
craint, avec raison, qu’aprés une offensive contre les Grecs pour les expulser 
d’Asie, les Turcs ne songent a une offensive contre les Détroits, accompagnée 
d’une action a la fois politique et militaire au Gaucase, en Arabie, en Syrie, 
en Mésopotamie, en Perse et aux Indes. Au moment ow tout le monde de 
islam est si profondément remué, des prévisions de cette nature semblent 
parfaitement raison[nJables. 

Je serais heureux que vous attiriez, d’une maniére toute particuliére, 
Pattention du Gouvernement anglais sur ces inquiétudes, que je partage 
entiérement avec le Maréchal Foch. 

Dans la lettre qu’il vous a adressée, Lord Curzon rappelle que I’ Angleterre, 
étant une grande Puissance musulmane, comme la France, a le souci de 
ménager le sentiment musulman. Je partage ses préoccupations et c’est 
parce que je suis d’accord avec lui que je recherche objectivement les 
moyens qui me semblent les plus propres a faire accepter aux deux adver- 
saires une paix dont l’Angleterre et la France ont autant besoin que les 
belligérants eux-mémes. S’il m’était démontré que d’autres moyens seraient 
plus efficaces, je ne témoignerais d’aucune intransigeance. 

Je suis persuadé que, si vous voulez bien faire part a Lord Curzon des 
sentiments que je vous exprime librement dans cette lettre particuliére, il 
reviendra sur les apprchensions dont il avait fait part a M. de Saint-Aulaire 
et qu'il renouvelle dans sa lettre du 30 janvier. I] comprendra que je 
désire aussi vivement que lui que, le 9 février, les trois Ministres des Affaires 
étrangéres puissent trés rapidement se mettre d’accord sur des conditions 
telles qu’elles soient de nature a éviter un échec de nos efforts communs, 
échec qui aurait les plus facheuses conséquences. 

Veuillez agréer, &c., 
R. Poincaré 


7 Cf. Vol. VIII, No. 7, minute 1. 8 Enclosure 2. 


ENCLOSURE 2 IN No. 519 


Note of Marshal Foch 
PARIS, le 1°’ février 1922 
I 

Au moment ow les Puissances alliées vont essayer de s’entendre pour le 
réglement de la paix avec la Turquie, la question se pose de savoir avec 
quels moyens elles pourraient éventuellement lui imposer leurs volontés, de 
méme qu'elle s’était posée au printemps de 1920, au moment de 1’élabora- 

tion du Traité de Sévres. 
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En mars 1920, dans un rapport,? soumis au Conseil supréme, les repré- 
sentants militaires et navals consultés ont étudié les conditions d’une action 
militaire capable, a leur avis, d’assurer l’exécution du Traité de Sévres. 

Sans envisager une opé€ration a caractére décisif, susceptible d’entrainer 
les Alliés jusqu’au coeur de I’Asie Mineure, le programme proposé se bornait 
a prévoir une emprise solidement assurée sur les régions vitales de "Empire 
ottoman. I] réclamait, néanmoins, alors que le prestige de la victoire était 
incontestable, la mise en ceuvre de forces considérables évaluées a 27 D.L,, 
ce qui, compte tenu des 19 divisions tant helléniques que frangaises, britan- 
niques et italiennes alors a pied d’ceuvre, aurait exigé de la part des Alliés 
un effort supplémentaire de 8 D.I. 

Les Alliés ont renoncé a s’imposer un pareil effort. Le Traité de Sévres 
est resté lettre morte. Le maintien en Asie Mineure des forces helléniques et 
leurs tentatives offensives n’ont eu d’autre résultat que d’exaspérer le natio- 
nalisme turc et de provoquer le rétablissement progressif de sa puissance 
militaire. 

Aujourd’hui, la situation est encore modifiée, d’une part, du fait des 
occupations réalisées et consolidées sur certains points, ainsi que de l’évolution 
qu’ont subie les dispositions des Alliés a l’égard de la Turquie, mais d’autre 
part aussi du fait des réductions opérées dans les forces militaires alliées en 
Turquie. 

Sans qu'il soit nécessaire de reprendre |’étude faite le 27 mars 1920 en 
l’accommodant aux circonstances actuelles, 11 est évident qu’une action de 
force visant a imposer aux nationalistes une paix a laquelle ils refuseraient 
de souscrire, réclamerait de la part des Alliés un effort supplémentaire 
considérable, tant militaire que financier. Cet effort est en dehors de leurs 
intentions et dépasse leurs possibilités. 


II 


Les moyens dont disposeraient les Alliés pour imposer leurs décisions sont 
donc limités aux forces qui sont actuellement sur place: 

1. Forces alliées des Détroits. 

2. Armée grecque de Smyrne. 

3. Ils comportent, en outre, l’application éventuelle d’un blocus des 
cétes turques. 


1. Les forces alliées des Détroits comprennent: 


14 bataillons d’infanterie, 

2 groupes d’artillerie, 

Quelques escadrons, 
c’est-a-dire la valeur d’une division au total, effectif notablement inférieur 
méme a celui que, dans leur consultation du 14 février 1920'° a Londres, les 
Conseillers militaires et navals avaient estimé nécessaire pour assurer 


9 See Vol. VIII, No. 4, minute 2 and No. 7, minute 1. 
10 See Vol. VII, No. 14, minute 2 and Appendix I. 
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occupation des Détroits tant que la paix ne serait pas établie (environ 2 
divisions et g bataillons avec les forces navales suffisantes). 

2. L’armée hellénique de Smyrne compte 11 divisions d’infanterie (160,000 
hommes). 

Elle représente |’effort maximum de la Gréce, et son entretien prolongé 
risque d’entrainer pour cette Puissance des sacrifices financiers incompatibles 
avec ses moyens et une tension politique et morale, dangereuse pour la 
situation intérieure du pays. Deja l’armée hellénique a montré des symp- 
tomes graves de fatigue et d’indiscipline; ses échecs successifs semblent avoir 
épuisé sa capacité offensive. En présence d’une armée nationaliste exaltée 
par le succés de sa résistance, elle parait d’ailleurs pour le moment vouloir 
se borner 4 maintenir sa situation. 

3. Quant au dlocus d’un pays comme la Turquie d’ Asie, il parait illusoire: 

Le blocus des cétes de |’Asie Mineure a déja été écarté par les représentants 
navals en mars 1920 comme inefficace, difficile 4 exercer en raison de 
’étendue de la frontiére maritime et de nature a aggraver la situation précaire 
du ravitaillement de Constantinople. Il n’atteindrait en rien les communi- 
cations de la Turquie nationaliste avec la Russie soviétique, d’ow elle tire 
son matériel de guerre et une partie de ses subsides. I] n’aurait en définitive 
aucune influence sur un pays essentiellement agricole, qui se nourrit sur 
lui-méme et dont les besoins économiques sont affranchis des relations 
extérieures. 

En regard de ces moyens, ceux des nationalistes turcs se résument dans le 
tableau suivant: 

Un régime dictatorial mettant entre les mains d’un seul chef, Kemal, 
tous les pouvoirs; 

Une armée de 150,000 combattants environ, susceptible d’atteindre le 
chiffre de 200,000 hommes, disposant de 700 a 800 canons et de 2,000 a 
2,500 mitrailleuses, et répartis actuellement de la facon suivante: 

Front hellénique, 110,000 a 120,000 hommes. 

Front Syrie-Mésopotamie, 5,000 hommes environ. 

Front du Caucase, 10,000 hommes. 

Intérieur, 20,000 hommes. 

Alors que les moyens des Alliés et des Grecs ont depuis 1920 subi une 
diminution trés notable, les troupes kémalistes se sont accrues en effectifs et 
en valeur militaire. Leur force morale est celle de gens qui combattent pour 
leur pays et dans leur pays. 


Ii! 


I] résulte de cet exposé qu’en présence de la force nationaliste actuelle, les 
Alliés, avec la coopération des Grecs, ne peuvent guére que maintenir leurs 
positions — dans les Deétroits et sur le front de Smyrne — et encore a la con- 
dition que l’armée grecque échappe a la désagrégation. 

Les moyens militaries dont ils disposent ne leur permettent qu’une 
attitude défensive, c’est-a-dire passive, sur ces fronts. Le seul moyen auquel 
ils pourraient avoir recours, réside dans le blocus, et l’on a vu que ce blocus 
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est condamné a l’inefficacité. Par suite, les Alliés semblent dans l’impos- 
sibilité d’exercer une action coercitive efficace pour réduire la résistance 
turque. 

Mais la continuation de la lutte contre le nationalisme ne risque pas 
seulement de faire éclater ’impuissance des Alliés; elle comporte en outre 
des dangers: 

Le maintien de l’occupation de Constantinople et des Détroits, sans étre 
de nature a faire céder le Gouvernement d’Angora, aura pour résultat de 
ruiner davantage le prestige du Gouvernement de Constantinople et du 
Khalifat et de rejeter définitivement en Asie le Gouvernement effectif de la 
Turquie; 

Le maintien des Grecs sur le front de Smyrne entretiendra et développera 
lexaltation du sentiment national turc, et continuera a fournir au Gouverne- 
ment kémaliste le levier nécessaire pour soutenir et augmenter son effort 
militaire; 

Enfin, la politique de coercition a l’égard du Gouvernement d’Angora 
aboutira infailliblement a consolider l’alliance factice, mais rendue ainsi 
plus nécessaire, du pouvoir soviétique et du nationalisme turc. I] est méme a 
prévoir que Mustapha Kemal, qui, dans un but de conciliation, a proclamé 
son renoncement a tout programme pantouranien et panislamique, sera 
amené a reprendre la politique ainsi abandonnée, pour s’en faire un instru- 
ment de combat contre les deux grandes Puissances musulmanes quis’opposent 
a la réalisation du pacte national: la France et surtout |’ Angleterre. 


IV 


Les entreprises militaires a prévoir comme résultantes de ces conséquences 
politiques semblent pouvoir viser les objectifs suivants: 

Offensive contre les Grecs pour les Grecs pour les expulser d’Asie. 

Offensive contre les Détroits. 

Actions politico-militaires: 

Au Caucase, pour interdire aux Puissances alliées toute ingérence dans 
cette région si int¢ressante pour elles au point de vue économique; 

En Arabie, contre la Syrie et la Mésopotamie; 

Vers l’Orient, a travers la Perse, dans la direction des Indes. 

I] est difficile de prévoir dans quelle mesure ces entreprises pourront étre 
poursuivies simultanément. I! est méme probable qu’elles ne se dévelop- 
peront que successivement. 

En tout cas, offensive contre les Grecs est ’ opération vers laquelle le Gouverne- 
ment d’Angora concentre manifestement ses efforts 4 l’heure actuelle, afin de 
l’entreprendre dés le printemps, si !’action des Puissances alliées ne désarme 
point sa révolte. 

Sans exagérer les possibilités turques, ni sous-estimer la capacité de 
résistance de l’armée hellénique, on ne peut envisager sans crainte de 
catastrophe, la reprise des attaques kémalistes. Mustapha Kemal se prépare 
en effet a mettre en ligne contre la Gréce, non seulement ses réserves, mais 
encore des contingents turkménes, afghans, &c., dont des traités récents lui 
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promettent de concours offensif et défensif. Dans ces conditions, la situation 
d’équilibre instable qui caractérise le front turco-hellénique peut se rompre 
brusquement par un effondrement de l’armée hellénique déja moralement 
atteinte. 

Un succés de cette nature ne manquerait pas d’exalter les Turcs. I] 
pourrait les amener a une entreprise contre les Détroits visant tout au moins 
a en border la rive méridionale, que les forces alliées, trop faibles et privées de 
toute protection sur leur flanc droit, ne sauraient défendre contre une 
attaque séricuse. 

Mais surtout, la menace qu’une armée nationaliste hostile fait peser sur la 
situation militaire des Alliés en Syrie et en Mésopotamie prendrait un 
caractére particuliérement inqui¢tant du jour ou cette armée, débarrassée 
du front hellénique, ou simplement résolue a le masquer, prononcerait un 
effort de ce cété. 

Dans cette hypothése, les Turcs pourraient facilement, au moyen de leurs 
réserves intérieures et de prélévements opérés sur le front hellénique et au 
Caucase,!! concentrer, en direction de Mossoul, une force d’au moins 50,000 
hommes, suffisante, non seulement pour restaurer la suprématie turque dans 
le Kurdistan, et y ruiner les entreprises britanniques, mais aussi pour porter 
un coup sérieux a l’ceuvre de |’Angleterre et en Mésopotamie.!2 

Il parait inutile enfin d’insister sur les dangers que comporte pour |’Empire 
des Indes une coopération de la Turquie nationaliste et de la Russie bol- 
cheviste en vue de donner appul, a travers la Perse et l’Afghanistan, aux 
movements séditieux qui agitent déja cet Empire. Des entreprises de cette 
nature sont actuellement en préparation en particulier par l’action de 
Djémal-Pacha en Afghanistan.?3 


V 
En Résumé: 


Toute action militaire coercitive des Alliés vis-a-vis du Gouvernement 
d’Angora parait interdite, toute action de blocus parait inopérante. 

Par suite, imposer des conditions qui porteraient atteinte au nationalisme 
turc, c’est-a-dire qui toucheraient des pays habités par des populations 
turques, serait pour les Alliés, risquer, en prolongeant la révolte du Gouverne- 
ment nationaliste, de faire éclater leur impuissance a la réduire, et méme de 
compromettre leur maintien sur leurs positions actuelles en Asie Mineure. 


11 Note on original: ‘Ou un resserrement de |’alliance turco-russe permettrait une diminu- 
tion des forces aux ordres de Kiazim-Karabekir.’ 
12 Note on original: L’Angleterre ne dispose en Mésopotamie que de 1 D.I.: 


12 bataillons 8 escadrons 
6 batteries 6 groupes d’aviation. 


13 Note on original ; ‘Djémal Pacha, avec l’aide d’une mission turque importante, a entrepris 
la constitution d’une armée afghane dont les noyaux sont en voie d’organisation. Le but 
qu’il assigne a cette armée est de peser sur l’Angleterre par la fronti¢re des Indes. I) dirige 
une entreprise analogue en Perse et se propose d’attaquer par l’est les Anglais de Méso- 
potamie.’ 
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La France et |’Angleterre en particulier, ne sauraient, sans grave danger, 
s’exposer ainsi a un échec de leur action militaire et politique dans le Proche- 
Orient. Un tel échec, en outre, de ses conséquences locales et européennes, 
aurait des répercussions lointaines dans leurs empires coloniaux. Un succés 
marqué du nationalisme turc sur les Puissances alliées ne pourrait manquer 
en effet de révciller et d’exalter le fanatisme religieux, et, avec lui, l’esprit 
d’indépendance des populations musulmanes dans les royaumes arabes et 
aux Indes, et de provoquer des mouvements de révolte dont le développe- 
ment peut dépasser les prévisions. 

Ce sont 1a, semble-t-il, les considérations militaires qui doivent inspirer les 
Puissances alliées dans les prochaines négociations. 


No. 520 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Hardinge (Paris) 
No. 39 Telegraphic (E 1251/5/44] 
Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, February 4, 1922, 5.0 p.m. 

Your No. 61.! 

I am delighted to receive and to reciprocate the sound doctrine enunci- 
ated by Monsieur Poincaré about press communications. I particularly 
dislike the disclosure to press of confidential negotiations while in progress or 
of correspondence passing between governments. 

But Monsieur Peretti has gone to the wrong address. His remarks should 
have been made to the French Embassy in London seeing that the Havas 
agency, of whose revelations he complains, never comes to the Foreign Office 


or obtains its material here but is a purely French agency deriving its 
information from Albert Gate. 


1 No. 518. 


No. 521 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Hardinge (Paris) 
No. 351 [E 1153/75/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, February 4, 1922 

My Lord, 
With reference to correspondence relative to the Turkish gendarmerie! 
which ended with my despatch No. 249 of the 25th ultimo,? I transmit 
herewith, for your Excellency’s information, a copy of a despatch from His 


1 See Nos. 429 and 438. 

2 Not printed. This transmitted to Lord Hardinge a paraphrase of a telegram from 
General Harington to the War Office (No. 1481 of January 19, not printed) relative to the 
activities of Commandant Sarrau. 
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Majesty’s High Commissioner at Constantinople,? relative to the activities 
of Lieutenant-Colonel Sarrau. 

2. It will be within your Lordship’s recollection that in its note to you of 
the 14th November last,* the French Government gave specific assurances 
that :-— 


(1) M. Franklin-Bouillon had not demanded or obtained any monopoly, 
or promise of monopoly, of gendarmerie organisation in Turkey; 

(2) The Franklin-Bouillon agreement had not modified Lieutenant- 
Colonel Sarrau’s position; 

(3) The French Government considered the Allied agreements to remain 
in force in their entirety, General Filonneau’s appointment and the 
character of his mission remaining unaltered. 


3. It now appears, however, that in spite of these specific pledges the 
French Government has authorised Lieutenant-Colonel Sarrau to act as‘ 
inspector-general to gendarmerie in the districts outside the Straits zone, 
and indeed in the districts of Brussa and Balikesr which are at present in 
Greek military occupation. Under instructions from the French Govern- 
ment, Lieutenant-Colonel Sarrau refuses to take orders from General 
Filonneau, whom he recognises as being concerned only with the gendar- 
merie inside the zone of the Straits. He does not hesitate to give orders both 
[to] the head of the Turkish gendarmerie’ and to the Minister of the Interior 
at Constantinople, although both these officials are already receiving orders 
from the sub-commission of gendarmerie. Indeed, so impossible has Lieu- 
tenant-Colonel Sarrau rendered the situation at Constantinople that Sir 
Charles Harington has requested that Lieutenant-Colonel Sarrau may be 
withdrawn. 

4. His Majesty’s Government are totally unable to reconcile the pro- 
ceedings of Lieutenant-Colonel Sarrau and the explanations of the acting 
French High Commissioner at Constantinople with the assurances contained 
in the French note of the 14th November. They desire to register an emphatic 
protest against Lieutenant-Colonel Sarrau’s proceedings and against the 
support that the French Government is giving him, and they will be glad 
to receive satisfactory explanations and assurances on the whole matter at 
an early date. 

5. There is also the further question of the gendarmerie in Cilicia, to 
which the French Government has apparently handed over arms and 
aeroplanes despite the Allied declaration of neutrality of the roth August 
last. His Majesty’s Government would welcome full information as to the 
nature and purpose of this force, with special reference to the arrangements 
for the Turkish gendarmerie which have been agreed upon and provisionally 
initiated at Constantinople, and also as to the apparent sale or gift of milit- 


3 No. 68 of January 19, not preserved in the Foreign Office archives. 

4 Not printed. A copy of this note was transmitted to the Foreign Office by Lord Hardinge 
in his despatch No. 3152 of November 14 (see No. 438, n. 8). 

S Ali Kemal. 6 See No. 345. 


608 


ary material, including aeroplanes, to one of the belligerents between whom 
the Allied Governments are endeavouring to effect a settlement. 
6. I shall be grateful if your Lordship will address a note to the French 
Government on the above lines. 
Iam, &c., 
CurZON OF KEDLESTON 


No. 522 


Memorandum on Italian Proposals for Revision of Financial Clauses of 
Sévres Treaty 


[E 1306/5/44)* 


FOREIGN OFFICE, February 4, 1922 


An interdepartmental meeting was held on the 3rd February, attended by 
Mr. Armitage Smith, C.B. (Treasury), in the chair, Mr. Hutchinson (Board 
of Trade), Mr. Weakley and Mr. Forbes Adam (Foreign Office). 

2. The Italian proposals? were carefully considered clause by clause. 
The main objection to them was felt to be as follows :— 

3. In principle, the Italian intention (article 232 and 232 51s) appears to 
be to turn the Financial Commission into a reparation commission to obtain 
the payment of a war indemnity from Turkey, and for this purpose to control 
the collection and payment of certain specified revenues assigned to the 
service of that indemnity. It is no longer to administer the whole revenue 
and expenditure of Turkey as under the Treaty of Sévres. Yet this reparation 
commission is given various wider powers quite unnecessary for its main 
task, such as making suggestions to the Turkish Parliament on the Turkish 
budget, supervising the execution of the budgets, financial laws and regu- 
lations of Turkey through a complete control of the service of Turkish 
financial inspectors (article 232 ter), improving the Turkish currency (article 
233), and having a veto on all Turkish new concessions and on the pro- 
longation of old concessions (article 239). At the same time, although the 
main purpose and function (collection of a war indemnity) of the new 
Financial Commission does not differ in importance from those of the pre- 
war Debt Council, it 1s still made to swallow the latter as under the Treaty 
of Sévres (article 246). 

4. In short, the Italians appear merely to have concentrated on obtaining 
certain powers to secure their advantages under the tripartite agreement 
and left the treaty otherwise more or less as it stood with a few drafting 
alterations. The result is an illogical scheme which would probably remain 
as objectionable as the Sévres financial clauses to Turkey without having 
the merits of the latter, namely, some provision for the fundamental economic 
reconstruction of Turkey. 


! The final draft of this memorandum is not preserved in the Foreign Office archives. 
2 See No. 512. 
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5. Objection was also seen by the meeting to the particular revenues 
selected for allocation to the service of the war indemnity (particularly the 
customs) which appear to absorb all the most easily encashed sources of 
Turkish revenue and thus leave little over for Turkey’s budget. 

6. The meeting felt generally that two alternative methods of dealing 
with the financial clauses of the Treaty of Sévres were open to the Allies :— 


(a) Aim at restoring Turkey’s financial and economical prosperity on the 
line of the Sévres clauses by a genuine, if camouflaged, control of 
Turkish financial administration. 

(5) Aim simply at securing the payment of Allied war claims by a repa- 
ration commission (possibly with the same personnel as the Debt 
Council) and by the allocation of specified revenues, and forgo all 
other interference in Turkish administration except such as would 
gradually be gained, after the conclusion of peace, voluntarily from 
Turkey. 


7. Either under (a) or (4) the Board of Trade would favour fixing a 
definite sum for which Turkey was to be liable by way of indemnity, based 
upon her capacity to pay, which might be assumed to be less than the amount 
of the damage for which the Treaty of Sévres made her liable. This course, 
coupled with an agreement between the Allies as to the proportions in which 
the payments were to be divided among them, would avoid the necessity of 
international adjudication and assessment of claims by an arbitral commis- 
sion or the Financial Commission, as proposed in the existing treaty. Each 
Government would settle with its own nationals in regard to their claims. 

Failing this, the Board of Trade would have some amendments to propose 
in the procedure for adjudication of claims. 

Owing to the preponderant British claims for recovery of expenses of 
military occupation, the Treasury may desire special provision to be made 
for their payment, apart from, and in priority to, the lump sum. 

8. The political situation appears to make (a) impossible of attainment 
unless it were found practicable to use the lever of facilities for a loan in the 
London market to Turkey with success. This seems doubtful. If, however, 
the lever could be successfully used, there would be no need to redraft the 
Sévres clauses as the Italians have proposed. The concession clause (article 
239) might nevertheless have to be retained as strengthened by them. 

g. Under (5), it does not seem politically possible to offer the Italians 
more as regards the concession clause (article 239) than the proposal to 
Turkey in March last,? 7.e., that the competent departments of the Turkish 
Government would consult with the Financial Commission before conces- 
sions were granted, and that the commission should appoint a liaison officer 
for such consultation. France and His Majesty’s Government might promise 
the Italians this post, as part of the arrangement under which the Director- 
General of Customs was to be an Englishman. Not only Turkey but also 
the United States and other countries not represented on the Financial 


3 At the Third Conference of London. See Vol. XV, No 53, Appendix 2. 
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Commission might well object to article 239 and an Allied vote on all con- 
cessions. 

10. Realising the importance of keeping Italian support during the 
negotiations by meeting them as far as possible on these points, the meeting 
finally recommended that no specific reply should be returned to the Italian 
note, but that the Italian Government might be told that while it seemed 
to offer a favourable basis for discussion and while we were anxious to 
meet them, several points were not clear to His Majesty’s Government, 
and we should be glad if M. Nogara would come over as soon as possible 
and discuss them with our financial experts before the Paris meeting. 


No. 523 


Sir H. Rumbold to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston (Received February 14) 


No. 136 [E 1667/5/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, February 5, 1922 
My Lord, 

In my telegram No. 64! I had the honour to report that Hamid Bey had 
visited me to say that Youssouf Kemal, the Nationalist Minister for Foreign 
Affairs, was contemplating an immediate visit to Europe to explain the 
Nationalist point of view to the Allied Governments, and wished to know 
whether your Lordship would receive him. I ascertained that Hamid Bey 
had already approached my Allied colleagues in the same sense, and, according 
to his account, one of them had said that he must refer to his Government, 
whilst the other had replied that there would be no objection to the proposed 
visit. 

2. I subsequently ascertained that Hamid Bey had made these enquiries 
of my colleagues at least a week before he approached me. 

3. The French Acting High Commissioner informed Hamid Bey that 
M. Poincaré would willingly receive Youssouf Kemal Bey, but that the latter 
could not take part in the forthcoming conference at Paris, although there 
would be no objection to his being “dans les coulisses’. 

4. In discussing Youssouf Kemal’s project with me, Hamid Bey stated that 
the Greek Ministers had apparently spared no effort in putting the Greek 
cause before the Allied Governments. It was high time that the Nationalists 
did the same. I said that the proposed visit came a little late in the day, but 
I expressed the personal opinion that your Lordship would receive Youssouf 
Kemal Bey just as you had received Bekir Sami Bey. I warned Hamid Bey, 
however, that it would be well if Youssouf Kemal Bey had real authority 
to speak on behalf of the Angora Government. 

5. Hamid Bey said that the visit would be an unofficial one and that 
Youssouf Kemal Bey would be accompanied by two advisers and perhaps 
two secretaries. As he expressed apprehension regarding the safety of Youssouf 


! Of January 30, not printed. 
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Kemal Bey whilst at Constantinople, I said that this town was in Allied 
occupation, and that I did not think there was any possibility of the Greek 
authorities interfering with Youssouf Kemal Bey’s movements. I gather 
that Hamid Bey is afraid that the Greek authorities may attempt to seize 
Youssouf Kemal Bey on his way from Ismidt to Haidar Pasha, and I am 
keeping General Harington informed of the development of this matter. 

6. Hamid Bey explained that Youssouf Kemal Bey wished to come to 
Constantinople primarily to see the Allied High Commissioners. He would 
no doubt talk with such Turkish Ministers as were personally known to him. 

7. On receipt of your Lordship’s telegram? to the effect that you would 
receive Youssouf Kemal Bey, I informed Hamid Bey accordingly, and the 
latter appeared gratified at the rapidity with which he had received an 
answer to his enquiry. 

I have, &c., 
Horace RuMBOLD 


2 Foreign Office telegram No. 57 of January 31, not printed. 


No. 524 


Memorandum' by Mr. Forbes Adam and Mr. Edmonds respecting the 
Means of bringing Pressure upon Turkey 


[E 1304/5/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, February 6, 1922 


I,—Financial and Economic Blockade of Turkey 


An essential condition of any kind of financial or economic blockade of 
Turkey is that France and Italy should not merely subscribe to it but co- 
operate loyally at home as well as at Constantinople and Syria. A financial 
blockade would not greatly affect the Kemalists, for they have not hitherto 
been dependent on the financial help of Western Europe. There is some 
reason to think that they hope for a loan as part of the peace settlement, 
but this could only come from private sources, and therefore on onerous 
terms as to expenditure, &c. In any case, it is well to remember that insol- 
vency is a chronic state in Turkey, and that economic arguments never 
carry great weight with her rulers. So long as the Kemalists remain masters 
of Anatolia they can conscript its manhood at will and confiscate its produce 
for military purposes, and so long as they have the sympathy of Russia they 
can rely on her for military material. They might regret losing all pos- 
sibility of purchasing supplies in Western Europe and recovering little by 
little, as they are now doing, the dumps of captured Turkish ammunition 
at Constantinople, but latterly they appear, as far as we know, to have had 
so little actually from Italy and (apart from the Cilicia supplies) from 


1 See No. 516, n. 8. 
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France, that, provided Russia were still ready to supply them via Trebizond 
and the Caucasus, they would not be greatly embarrassed. 

2. A naval blockade in which Greece would take part would probably 
cut off the bulk of the direct traffic from Southern Russia to Anatolia, just 
as it could effectively seal Adalia and Mersina, but owing to the absence of 
bases 1t would be almost impracticable to stop the present traffic from Batum 
to Trebizond by small coasting vessels, and the land routes would remain 
open. 

It seems, then, that the only blockade of Turkey which would coerce her 
is one enforced by Russia as well as the Allies. Such a measure, however, 
presupposes the political isolation of Turkey, an event which, it may well be 
thought, would of itself reduce her to submission, without the need of any 
organised blockade. Turkey knows that she cannot face the world without 
at least one big Power behind her. In fact, Russia’s presence at Genoa? and 
Turkey’s absence may in itself make Mustapha more amenable to reason 
owing to the uncertainty created on his mind. 


IT.—Financial and Military Assistance to Greece 


3. Some time before the opening of the Greek offensive of last summer His 
Majesty’s Government showed signs of abandoning their strict neutrality 
and of allowing Greece to obtain supplies in this country. This change in 
our attitude alarmed the Kemalists and made them considerably less 
exacting while their fear lasted. Some such effect might be produced now 
by an Allied agreement to assist Greece with funds and military equipment, 
while again preventing even private trade in arms, &c., with the Turks. 

4. There appears to be no likelihood that any of the Allies would allow 
their forces to be engaged actively on the side of Greece, and it seems very 
doubtful whether the French and Italian Governments, or indeed His 
Majesty’s Government, would feel able to make Greece any financial advance. 
(There is no doubt that any financial facilities, with the moral support they 
would imply, would have a great effect in Greece and Turkey, but also, it 
must be remembered, in India.) All that seems possible is that the Allies 
might agree to allow Greece to purchase military material from them direct 
—perhaps under an arrangement of deferred payment, or to hand over to 
her the captured Turkish material at Constantinople—and, at the utmost, 
to stiffen her army with Allied officers. 


ITI.—Increased Stringency of other Parts of new Treaty against Turkey 


5. The formal withdrawal of all or any of the concessions (Thrace, 
Armenia, Smyrna, Straits, financial and military control, &c., Capitulations, 
admission to League of Nations) suggested in March last? and since then, if 
it were to be of any effect, would have to be accompanied by a degree of 
Allied solidarity which has not existed since hostilities ceased. Even so it 
might not carry us any further. The Kemalists would maintain a passive 
attitude and trust to an eventual split among the Allies or the result of 


2 The first plenary session of the Genoa Conference was held on April ro. 
3 At the Third Conference of London. See Vol. XV, No. 53, Appendix 2. 
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continued pressure on His Majesty’s Government of difficulties in the 
Moslem world. 

6. The one modification of the treaty to which, given Allied agreement, 
we should have it in our power to give immediate effect would be the removal 
of Constantinople and East Thrace from Turkish sovereignty. There have 
been suggestions lately that the Kemalists would not mind this loss. It is 
quite likely that they may be inclined to remove their vital services to a safe 
distance in Anatolia. But that they would willingly forgo sovereignty over 
Constantinople, with all the political advantages which tradition and 
geographical position give it, is incredible. The measure of the value which 
the Turks really attach to Constantinople is to be found in the frantic efforts 
they and their supporters in this country and elsewhere made during the 
peace negotiations to retain it. 

7. The definite termination by the Allies of Turkish rule in Constantinople, 
it can hardly be doubted, would be a severe blow to Kemalism. But even 
supposing the situation in India to allow His Majesty’s Government thus to 
reverse the Cabinet decision of January 1920,4 and even supposing such an 
agreement to have been reached and enforced between the Allies, much of 
the consequent effect would depend on the attitude of Russia, who, after 
Turkey, is the Power most profoundly concerned in the Straits. If we could 
give Russia reason to think that the explusion of the Turk would be followed 
by a régime of control over Constantinople and the Straits, which suited her 
better, e.g., immediate and unconditional inclusion in such an international 
body as the Straits Commission, she would be less likely to continue her 
support of Turkey, and we might hope to see Kemalism crumble. But if 
the alternative arrangement seemed to her to be the prelude to, say, Greek 
occupation of Constantinople, she would doubtless support Turkey in fighting 
it tooth and nail. In that case the expulsion of the Turk from Europe would 
have brought us no nearer to the establishment of peace in Anatolia. It 
seems, then, that here, again, the attitude of Russia 1s all-important. 


IV.—Separation of Constantinople Government from Angora Government 


8. Sir H. Rumbold has suggested5 that, as a last resource in the event of 
Angora refusing a reasonable settlement, peace might be made with the 
Sultan in the hope that the moderate element would gradually melt away 
from Mustapha Kemal’s side and leave him in a minority. This procedure 
failed when the Sultan’s Government signed the Treaty of Sévres, but it 
might run a better chance of success with a treaty modified in favour of 
Turkey to the extent now proposed. 


V.—Definite Annexation of Turkish Terntory by Allies by Unilateral 
Declaration 


g. There are believed to be legal precedents which would justify the 
Allies in agreeing among themselves to consider such and such a settlement 


* See Vol. IV, No. 646, n. 14. $ See No. 506. 
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to be at once in force irrespective of Turkish acceptance, e.g., definite sever- 
ance of Thrace and the Arab countries from Turkey. But an arrangement 
of this kind would leave the position very much as it 1s to-day. It would 
abandon Anatolia to stew in her own juice. It might be possible to combine 
this step with the evacuation of Constantinople and with an Allied occupation 
of the Smyrna zone with the troops so withdrawn from Constantinople. 
If Greek troops were withdrawn from Smyrna without Allied occupation, 
the Greek minorities would be left to their fate. In any case, Mustapha 
would continue to be able to stir up the tribes against Mesopotamia. Anatolia, 
too, would remain closed to British trade, and in these days the recovery 
of those markets must be one of our most urgent considerations. 


Conclusion 


10. Without the definite separation of Russia from Turkey, the indirect 
methods of pressure on Angora open to the Allies would probably be in the 
nature of palliatives to keep Greece in the field rather than to end Angora’s 
resistance. It is possible, however, but not certain, that an offer of generous 
concessions to Turkey, combined with some clear indication that the Allies 
were united and prepared in the last resort to use the indirect means of 
pressure on Turkey and help to the Greeks indicated above, might make 
Mustapha think it worth while to yield. 


ANNEX 


Guarantees for Greek Population in event of unconditional Greek Evacuation of 
Smyrna 

1. If the sovereignty and full executive power remains Turkish, it seems 
only a delusion to think that there can be any absolutely effective guarantee, 
All we can do is to reduce the chances of trouble. It will perhaps be more 
convenient to consider the temporary measures, necessary to tide over and 
follow evacuation by the Greeks, separately from the guarantees of a more 
permanent nature. 


Temporary Measures 


2. With regard to the first, Allied officers might, as General Harington has 
suggested, be attached to the retiring Greek army and to the incoming 
Turkish forces. 

3. The presence of the Allied commissions, suggested by the French,® for 
three or six months in the outer zone, and a year in the inner zone, would 
be of some moral effect, but a stronger Allied military force than the proposed 
‘guard’ would be desirable for the above transition period in each zone, if 
troops can be spared. 

4. For the above periods in each zone, it might perhaps be stipulated that 
the only Turkish forces allowed should be, say, a platoon to show the flag in 
Smyrna, Brussa and one or two other military centres. This would be a sop 
to Turkish prestige, but not a danger to the minorities. 


6 In their Note of January 27; see No. 514, n. 1. 
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Permanent Measures 


5. Perhaps the most important of all the permanent safeguards is that of 
insisting that the clause in the Treaty of Sévres providing for a large propor- 
tion of foreign officers in the Turkish gendarmerie shall be applied in the 
Smyrna zone. Possibly all the officers in the zone should be foreign. This 
will ensure that the world at large will have some idea of what is going on in 
remote villages, and that the gendarmerie will not readily be used for 
measures of wholesale persecution. The presence of these officers will be a 
better safeguard than that of consuls. 

6. The minorities provisions of the Sévres Treaty are likely to remain for 
the most part a dead letter, at any rate outside the sphere where foreign 
influence may be brought to bear. Nevertheless it seems important to main- 
tain them. We should probably be able to obtain Turkish acceptance by 
making them applicable to cases where Turks have grievances against the 
Greeks. Mixed commissions of enquiry, with a chairman appointed by the 
League of Nations are, under these clauses, to enquire into deportations and 
to rehabilitate victims in their homes. The Turkish Government would 
probably be glad to accept these conditions if the Turks could profit by 
them also. It would be worth while to make some such concession in order 
to get the commissions established on the spot. Very much practical result 
to [stc] the commissions’ enquiries may be impossible after so many years of 
warfare, but where any enquiry was possible a Turkish court of law would 
certainly be too pressed to deal with it. The mere presence, however, of 
these commissions in the districts will help to bring them within the pale of 
civilisation and to make the perpetration of horrors rather less likely. 

7. The League of Nations has already appointed a commissioner at 
Constantinople’ to enquire into deportations. If the commissions of enquiry, 
instead of being responsible to the Allies as they are under the treaty, could 
be brought under this commissioner, the direct influence of the League, 
which would thus be brought to bear upon the state of affairs in the Smyrna 
zone, would be of very real value. For whatever may be the difficulties of 
bringing moral pressure to bear on Turkey while she 1s defying the Allies 
and at war, it is quite possible that 1n time of peace when she is anxious to 
join the League, that body and the Allies may successfully use on Turkey 
the weapon of publicity. 


Adnanople and Smyrna 


8. Turkish law as it already stands provides for representation of all races 
on local councils, e.g., the Smyrna Vilayet Council, the Smyrna Municipal 
Council and the Aivali Kaza Council. Turkish law also admits all races to 
government and municipal employment. Quite apart, therefore, from the 
similar provisions in the minority clauses of the Sévres Treaty, it should be 
easy for us to stipulate, and for the Turks to agree, that the application of the 
guarantees already proposed for the Moslems in Adrianople and Eastern 


7 See No. 561, n. 8, below. 
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Thrace generally shall be contingent on the equitable application of these 
principles in the Smyrna zone. 

g. The creation of any special separate status for Adrianople and Smyrna 
seems impracticable and on the whole undesirable. Economically both 
places are dependent on the surrounding country. Administratively it 
would be hard to find any Western precedent (e.g., Hamburg, Fiume, 
Zara, Danzig) the working of which would be applicable to an Eastern 
town, and to cities without the traditions of a separate corporate existence 
behind them. Alexandria has a special municipal constitution for purely 
municipal administrative purposes, but it is cumbrous and is understood not 
to have worked very well. In any case, it was primarily designed to give a 
large share of control to the foreign European element—hardly existent in 
Adrianople.$ 


8 Mr. Osborne minuted on February 6: ‘It seems unlikely that either Greeks or Turks 
will be anxious to embark on a new offensive. Unless conditions in India imperatively 
demand it a settlement does not appear to be more urgently necessary than it has been for 
the past two years. The most effective and least expensive form of pressure may therefore 
lie in a continuance of the present financial and economic blockade of Anatolia until some- 
thing happened at Angora. If there is any truth in this diagnosis we may expect as time 
goes on signs of impatience and agitation for a speedy setttlement in Nationalist circles at 
Angora, Constantinople and Paris.’ 


No. 525 


Record by Sir E. Crowe of a conversation with the Italian Ambassador 
[E 1384/5/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, February 6, 1922 


I informed the Italian ambassador today of the substance of Lord Curzon’s 
despatch to Lord Hardinge No. 314 of January 30' being the reply to the 
French note of January 27? respecting the revision of the treaty of Sévres. 

M. de Martino expressed the hope that Sir R. Graham might be instructed 
to make a similar communication to the new Italian Minister for Foreign 
Affairs so soon as he had been appointed, as the new government at Rome? 
would value the continuance of close and confidential relations with H.M.G. 
especially in regard to this Eastern question in which Italian and British 
interests would be best served by the two governments acting together. I 
said Lord Curzon would, I thought, see no objection to giving Sir R. Graham 
the suggested instructions.‘ 

M. de Martino then asked whether we could not now give a definite 
assurance that when the question of the tripartite agreement came to be 
discussed at the forthcoming meeting at Paris, Great Britain would support 

1 No. 515. 2 See No. 514, n. I. 

3 The new Italian Government was formed, following the fall of the Bonomi Cabinet 
(see No. 517, n. 9), by Signor Facta on February 26. 


4 These instructions were sent to Sir R. Graham in Foreign Office telegram No. 44 of 
February 9, not printed. 
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and insist on the adoption of the view taken by the Italian government. 
I said we had surely already made our position quite clear in the memo- 
randum of proposalss which we had communicated to the Italian as well as 
to the French governments. M. de Martino maintained that this was not 
enough. He wished us to enter into a binding engagement that we would 
Insist on giving effect to the Italian view as against the French. 

I observed that if parties to a friendly discussion of a common policy, to 
be defined at a conference, were always to bind and fetter themselves on 
every item beforehand, so as to preclude any deviation by an inch from a 
fore-ordained and cast-iron plan, it would really be quite useless to enter 
into a conference at all. 

We had clearly stated our intention to stand by our engagements to Italy 
under the tripartite agreement.® It was impossible at this stage to foresee 
what course the discussions at Paris would take, but the point now raised by 
the Italian government was obviously a matter which should form the 
subject of those discussions, and I saw no advantage, but rather some dis- 
advantages in our precluding ourselves from giving due consideration to 
whatever might emerge at Paris as a result of the friendly conversation.? 

S No. 496. 6 See No. 473. 


7 Lord Curzon commented: ‘We have agreed to support the Italian Gov[ernmen]t in 
principle. I cannot pledge myself to method.’ 


No. 526 


Memorandum by Mr. Ryan’ respecting the Evacuation of Asia Minor by 
Greek Troops 


[E 1547/15/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, February 9, 1922 


The Department have asked for my views as to what might be expected to 
follow if the Greeks decided to evacuate Asia Minor in the immediate future, 
following on a refusal of British financial assistance. 

2. The gravest feature of this would be that the Brussa and Smyrna areas 
would pass directly under the Kemalist Government. The Central Govern- 
ment has no forces with which to replace the Greek army, even if they wished 
to do so. Angora would rejoice in a crowning victory in Asiatic Turkey and 
would be less amenable than ever to Allied terms regarding Thrace or matters 
of immediate concern to the Allies. The native Greek population would 
be in great danger. The situation would be far worse than in Cilicia. The 
Kemalist authorities would doubtless wish to avoid massacre, but the tempta- 
tion to pursue a policy of revenge would be almost impossible to resist. 
The Greeks would probably be harried by every means short of officially 
countenanced massacre, and deportations and sporadic massacre might be 
expected to occur. 


' It had been arranged that Mr. Ryan should attend the meeting in Paris. Following 
the postponement of that meeting, he was instructed to proceed to London. 
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3. The Allied position in Constantinople would also be very seriously 
menaced. The Kemalists, now fairly secure on the Caucasian frontier, 
completely secure in Cilicia and relieved of the necessity for operations 
against the Greeks, would have a strong temptation to liquidate the situation 
at the Dardanelles and in Constantinople. They might hesitate to attack 
Allied forces immediately, but nothing except their own hesitation and their 
hope of seeing the Allies leave of their own accord need restrain them. If the 
Allies showed no inclination to leave of their own accord, the Kemalists might 
easily make up their minds to attack the British forces at the Dardanelles and 
on the Asiatic side of the Bosphorus. The French would probably be only 
too ready in these circumstances to evacuate Constantinople and, subject to 
military opinion, I doubt whether the British forces alone could hold it. 

4. The Greek evacuation of Asia Minor might thus easily be the prelude 
to a termination of the Allied occupation of Constantinople. This would 
probably be the end of the Constantinople Government and the present 
Sultan and the beginning of a new Turco-Greek war in Thrace. 

5. An alternative danger is that the Kemalists might leave Constantinople 
alone for the present, but concentrate their attention on Northern Meso- 
potamia with a view to the recovery of Mosul, with the object of placing 
His Majesty’s Government in a similar position to that which the French 
occupied in Cilicia.? 

6. While the exact nature of these ulterior consequences must be a matter 
of speculation, I am convinced that a hurried Greek evacuation of Asia 
Minor, coming before any attempt at a general settlement, would be fraught 
with very serious consequences for the British position in the Near East, and 
would render a peaceful settlement on any terms other than the acceptance 
of the National Pact almost impossible. 

7. Kemalism would receive an enormous accession of strength in Turkey 
and an enormous accession of prestige in Islamic countries. In my opinion, 
therefore, no stone should be left unturned to deter the Greeks from evacua- 
ting Asia Minor precipitately, appeal being made to the interests of the 
Christians in Asia Minor and their own interests in Thrace; and every 
effort should be made to accelerate a general settlement, of which the eventual 


evacuation of Asia Minor would form part. 
A. Ryan 
2 See No. 6, n. 3. 
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The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Hardinge (Parts) 
No. 426 [E 1252/5/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, February 13, 1922 


With reference to your despatch No. 306 of the grd February,’ I find that 
I have not yet instructed your Excellency to make any reply to the note of 


1 No. 519. 
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the and February? from the French President of the Council to me regarding 
the Eastern question. 

2. As your Excellency is aware from my despatch No. 405 of the oth 
February,} I have already explained to the French Ambassador my gratifi- 
cation at the conciliatory tone of M. Poincaré’s note, and at his evident 
desire, which I cordially reciprocate, to reach an Allied agreement on the 
subject at Paris. Without entering on any detailed discussion of the contents 
of the note I shall be glad if your Excellency will thank M. Poincaré and 
renew an expression of these sentiments. You may say at the same time that 
I do not underrate either the difficulties or responsibilities with which both 
Governments are faced in securing the cessation of fighting in Asia Minor 
and the restoration of peace with Turkey. In particular Marshal Foch’s 
memorandum‘ is receiving the careful consideration of His Mayjesty’s 
Government from this point of view, and, as I informed the Comte de Saint- 
Aulaire, I hope, before or at the forthcoming conference, to have some 
suggestions to make regarding the possible methods of securing the accept- 
ance of the agreed Allied terms. For the rest, I am hopeful that if our two 
Governments approach the examination of these problems in the spirit 
which characterises M. Poincaré’s note, a satisfactory solution will soon be 
found. 


Iam, &c., 
CuRZON OF KEDLESTON 
2 Enclosure 1 in No. 519. 3 Not printed. * Enclosure 2 in No. 519. 
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The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir R. Graham (Rome) 
No. 50 Telegraphic [E 1673/5/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, February 15, 1922, 10 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 69! (February 13th. Italian attitude towards revision 
of Turkish treaty). 

The Italian ambassador called February 13th and I took occasion to 
speak to him about this. I reminded him of the absolute candour and 
sincerity of policy which I had pursued towards Marquess della Torretta, 
assuming that our interests and objects in the East were identical and that 
we were going to Paris in order to bring the French into line. As regards the 
tripartite agreement, I had always promised loyal assistance to enable 
Italy to obtain substance of its advantages and although it was impossible 
to predict exact form of pressure which could be exerted upon Turkish 
government, Great Britain was still willing to adhere to self-denying ordin- 
ance? and to do her best for realisation of Italian aims. I had, therefore, 

' Not printed. This ran: ‘Minister for Foreign Affairs begged me to obtain early expression 
of your views as the whole attitude of Italian government on the question of Near East 


depended on them.’ 
2 See Vol. VIII, No. 13, minute 1. 
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been considerably surprised and distressed at recent indications of inclination 
on the part of Italy to make a bargain out of her support and to threaten its 
withdrawal unless at Paris or elsewhere we did exactly what she desired. 
My astonishment had culminated upon receipt of your telegram. I had 
hitherto believed that Italian government, like ourselves, were going into the 
conference not with the idea of extracting individual advantage or of holding 
a pistol at each other’s head if we did not obtain it, but of bringing about 
peace. I could not approach conference in any other spirit and must decline 
to yield to any such pressure. 

His Excellency agreed cordially and admitted impropriety of Italian 
attitude. I feel sure he will inform Minister for Foreign Affairs of my protest. 

Your Excellency may do so should he refer again to question. 


No. 529 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Mr. Lindley (Athens) 
No. 29 Telegraphic [E 1900/5/44) 


Very Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, February 17, 1922, 6.30 p.m. 


Treasury have enquired whether in the event of a Greek loan being 
raised on the London market, it would be possible for service of the loan to 
be placed under the control of the international financial commission.! 

I gather that there are precedents for such an arrangement. Moreover 
loan would naturally have its own security and assigned revenues would 
not be affected. Politically, however, proposal would doubtless be opposed 
by the French, and possibly by the Italians. 

Please telegraph urgently your own observations and those of British 
representative on the commission. If Italian government were favourable, 
would this override opposition of the French? 

Very confidential. Matter is of extreme urgency since if loan negotia- 
tions here break down, Greeks state? that they may have to evacuate Asia 
Minor without awaiting general Near Eastern settlement. 

From quite another point of view it is argued in some quarters that early 
and voluntary evacuation of Asia Minor and concentration of Greek forces in 
Thrace might not be a bad thing; since it would strengthen Greek position 


™ See No. 83, n. 2. 

2 In a letter of February 15 from M. Gounaris to Lord Curzon, not printed. A French 
text of the letter is given in Frangulis, vol. ii, pp. 350-2. On February 16, M. Gounaris saw 
Mr. Lindsay and informed him that the Greek Government had revenues of £2,000,000 a 
year to assign to the payment of interest on a loan. In a minute of the same day to Mr. 
Lindsay’s record of this conversation, and in reference to the drafting of the telegram here 
printed, Lord Curzon commented as follows: ‘I have added to [this telegram] because I am 
not quite certain that it would not be better to get Greece out of Asia Minor before she is 
beaten & before she gets a loan (if she does), than for us to incur the odium of the loan and 
her the ignominy of defeat.’ 
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in Europe and save her an expenditure of money, in the event of her obtain- 
ing the loan, that is certain to prove futile. I shall be glad of your views 
also on this alternative. 

Repeated for information to Paris (by bag) and Rome No. 51. 


No. 530 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 90 Telegraphic [E 1705/769/44| 


Urgent and secret FOREIGN OFFICE, February 17, 1922, 6.30 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 100 (of February 14th; population of E. Thrace).! 

Do you consider this estimate of a Greek majority in E. Thrace reliable? 
If so do you see any serious objection to our proposing a plebiscite or census 
to be carried out under the supervision of the League of Nations and would 
it be accepted by the Turks? 

It would probably be necessary to sound the Greeks first and in any case 
proposal would only be put forward in the last resort at impending confer- 
ence at Paris. 

But as it would meet the requirements of the National Pact it offers a 
possible solution of the E. Thrace difficulty. Our proposed extension of 
the Constantinople hinterland would not be included. 

Do not in any case discuss the idea with your colleagues. 


t Not printed. This drew the attention of the Foreign Office to H.M. Consul-General’s 
Constantinople despatch No. 49 of February 2 to the Department of Overseas Trade. This 
despatch forwarded a report on Adrianople by Mr. Jordan, the Vice-Consul. The report 
stated that the population of Adrianople, which before the War had been predominantly 
Turkish, now consisted of 22,000 Greeks, 9,000 Turks, 4,000 Jews, and 1,200 others. The 


report went on to say that these proportions were maintained throughout the whole of 
Thrace. 


No. 531 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received February 18, 9.30 a.m.) 


No. 102 Telegraphic (E 1877/5/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, February 17, 1922, 12 midnight 


My telegram No. 82.! 

Yussuf Kemal arrived at Constantinople on February 15th and called 
to-day by appointment. He was accompanied by Hamid Bey and remained 
two hours. He spoke with studied moderation throughout interview and 
made a good impression. Interview was interesting as giving an indication 


t Of February 6, not printed. This cited reports that Yussuf Kemal would arrive in 
Constantinople on February 9. 
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of line of argument he will probably use in allied capitals. He subsequently 
visited other high commissioners. 

In reply to my enquiry, Yussuf Kemal said that he was going to the allied 
capitals on a mission of exploration. He wished to clear the air by an ex- 
change of views. Should a conference on the Near East question necessitate 
presence of delegates from Angora other delegates would be sent to join 
him. He could say that he spoke with authority as he had the whole of the 
national assembly at his back. I referred my visitors to your recent speech 
in the House of Lords? on re-assembly of parliament as indicating point of 
view of His Majesty’s Government. I found they had both read the speech. 
We then discussed various questions dealt with in national pact to which 
he constantly referred and provisions of which he elaborated. We did not 
discuss questions of Anatolia and Smyrna. 


Thrace. 


Yussuf Kemal pointed out that Nationalists not only sought a lasting 
peace with allies but also with Greeks. They would have need of Greeks in 
the future just as Greeks would have need of them. Greeks are the merchants, 
Turks are the peasants, each had need of the other. In order to attain a 
lasting peace it was necessary to eliminate all questions which might keep 
alive hostilities between the two races and give rise to conflicts in the future. 

Among such questions was that of Adrianople. It was essential that 
Adrianople should be restored to Turkey and with it Eastern Thrace. 

I pointed out that restoration of Eastern Thrace would mean that Bulgaria 
and Turkey would become neighbours again. I did not think Serbia or 
Roumania would acquiesce in this solution which would in fact re-open 
Balkan question. Yussuf Kemal demurred to this and pointed out that the 
other Balkan states would have nothing to fear as Bulgaria and Turkey had 
been unnatural allies during the war. He added that Eastern Thrace was 
necessary for the safety of Constantinople. I replied that while Tchataldja 
lines were certainly very close to the capital, a frontier might be drawn 
which would give Constantinople more breathing space. He said that 
Bulgarians also coveted Adrianople. It was certain that Turks on their side 
would never rest content until they had recovered it. 


The Stratts. 


I pointed out that we attached greatest importance to freedom of the 
Straits and I again referred to your speech in this connection. Yussuf Kemal 
asked what we meant by this phrase and I replied that Turks should never 
again be able to close the Straits to us. He replied that it was in the interests 
not only of western powers, but of all states bordering on the Black Sea, 
that the Straits should remain open. It was impossible to conceive that 
Turkey at any time in the future could close the Straits in the teeth of the 
whole world. Turks were mainly concerned for the safety of Constantinople. 


2 49 HL. Deb., 5 s., cols. 28-30. 
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If Greeks were allowed to retain any portion of the shores of the Sea of 
Marmora they would not only be a perpetual menace to Constantinople 
but to southern coast of that sea. At this point Hamid Bey interjected that 
of course there would be no question of fortifying the Straits. He appealed 
to Yussuf Kemal to confirm this but the latter would not commit himself 
on the point. Finally Yussuf Kemal said that although the other powers 
were as interested as England (? that the) Straits should remain open it 
would be better for Turkey to come to a direct arrangement with England 
on the subject. He suggested that a commission could from time to time 
satisfy itself that there was no menace to the freedom of the Straits. 


Capitulations. 


Yussuf Kemal pointed out that Germany and Austria had agreed during 
the war to the abolition of capitulations. The Russians had agreed sub- 
sequently. Other nations such as Japan never had any right to capitulations. 
Italy had, under treaty of Lausanne,? agreed to give up capitulations, if 
the other great powers did so. There remained Great Britain, France, and 
America. Nationalists were ready to give guarantees for proper admini- 
stration of justice. They might invite neutrals to strengthen their courts. 
Turkish civil and commercial codes were based on French codes. I said I 
did not think my government would be prepared to give way on this point, 
especially as Nationalists did not appear to contemplate even a period of 
transition from capitulatory régime to complete juridical independence. 

Minorities. 

Yussuf Kemal said that minorities would have the same guarantees as 
those contained in treaties with Poland, Roumania, etc.4 There would be 
no objection to league of nations, for instance, satisfying itself that minorities 
were being properly treated. He contended that if minorities under Turkish 
rule realized that they could not count on outside support in order to 
emancipate themselves from that rule, question of minorities would cease to 
exist. This question had not existed previously and was an artificial creation. 
I asked him how he explained wholesale exodus of Armenians from Cilicia 
after conclusion of Franklin Bouillon agreement.5 He said he had proofs 
that this had been engineered by Armenian committees. I replied that 
Armenians no doubt had a lively recollection of deportations, etc. carried 
out during the war. 

Yussuf Kemal then made the following statement. He said that many 
people in Anatolia and at Constantinople considered that history had in- 
tended that old Ottoman empire composed of so many heterogeneous 
elements should disappear. Nationalists accepted this fact. A new Turkey 
had arisen which repudiated bad traditions of former Ottoman empire. 


3 For the definitive Treaty of Peace between Italy and Turkey signed at Lausanne on 
October 18, 1912, see B.F.S.P., vol. 106, 1913, pp. 1100-3. 

4 See H. W. V. Temperley, A History of the Peace Conference, 1921, vol. v, Appendix rv. 

5 See No. 423, n. 2. 
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This new Turkey did not wish to be bound by shackles of old Ottoman 
empire, and amongst these he included capitulations. It wanted to be free. 

I asked what would happen supposing Nationalists were not able to obtain 
all they wanted, and I suggested that a compromise would be necessary over 
some of the questions at least. Yussuf Kemal replied that compromise must 
not always be at the expense of Turkey and I reminded him that Greeks 
had been our allies in latter part of the war, whereas Turks had been our 
enemies. Public opinion in our country would not understand our favouring 
our enemies at expense of our allies. Yussuf Kemal said that he supposed 
that if Nationalists could not get what they wanted, hostilities would be 
resumed. Both of my visitors seemed to be somewhat dejected at this pros- 
pect and I am under the impression that although readiness of Kemalist 
army for the fray has been well boomed lately, Kemalists are really anxious 
to avoid a renewal of hostilities. 

On taking his leave, Yussuf Kemal said that solution of Greco-Turkish 
conflict lay with England. Yussuf Kemal is awaiting a boat to take him to 
Italy or France, which will not touch at a Greek port, as he is afraid that 
Greeks might interfere with his movements. He is likely, therefore, to be 
detained here for some days. 


No. 532 


Sir R. Graham (Rome) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received February 20) 


No. 153 [E 1928/5/44] 
ROME, February 17, 1922 
My Lord, 

With reference to my telegram No. 69 of the 13th instant,'! and your 
Lordship’s telegram No. 50 of the 15th instant,? I have duly noted the 
language held by you to the Italian Ambassador on the subject of the Italian 
suggestion that their support at the forthcoming conference in Paris on the 
Near East would depend upon the attitude of His Majesty’s Government 
towards their proposals, which I had previously submitted to your Lordship. 
The Marquis della Torretta, when he originally handed these proposals to 
me, had made the position sufficiently clear, but at our interview on the 
13th February he was even more explicit, uttering and reiterating his 
proposal with an emphasis which convinced me that it represented the 
considered opinion of the Italian Cabinet. His Excellency evidently thought 
that there was nothing improper or unusual in advancing such a suggestion, 
and I felt it was best to offer no comment at all. 

Your Lordship is in the happy position of being able to declare with all 
truth and sincerity that His Majesty’s Government are approaching the 
conference on the Near East animated solely by the desire to secure a prompt 
and lasting peace on just and equitable conditions. 


1 See No. 528, n. 1. 2 No. 528. 
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The Italian Minister for Foreign Affairs who gave more than lip service to 
such sentiments, would not be voicing either his own true feelings or those of his 
Government or country. Certainly the Italian Government share our desire 
for peace in the Near East, but principally in order that they may lose no 
further time in exploiting any of the advantages which may fall to their share 
under the Tripartite Agreement. It is, as I have on several occasions reported 
to your Lordship, an obsession here that while Great Britain and France have 
secured important benefits from the war, Italy has practically nothing to 
show for her efforts and sacrifices. As the Marquis della Torretta has 
frequently repeated here, and M. de Martino in London, the Italians con- 
sider what they obtain under the Tripartite Agreement as one of the few 
good things that have fallen to their lot, and they cling to that agreement 
for all that it is worth. I believe that it can fairly be said that the Italian 
Government on the whole agree with the point of view of His Majesty’s 
Government on the Near Eastern question and are inclined to support it 
upon its merits. But the divergence of opinion between Great Britain and 
France appears a heaven-sent opportunity for Italy, having herself no strong 
convictions, to sell her support to the highest bidder in return for whatever 
she can get. It is a constant theme in the press and a source of perpetual 
expression of dissatisfaction with the conduct of Italian foreign policy that 
such a unique chance is being missed. Hence the Marquis della Torretta’s 
candid though cynical offer. 

I scarcely imagine that your Lordship’s reception of the Italian proposal 
will come as a great shock or surprise to his Excellency. M. de Martino is 
understood to be an adept at repeating your Lordship’s language in a 
softened and attenuated form, but if the Marquis della Torretta returns to 
the subject with me, I will not fail to make the position perfectly clear to 
him. His Excellency is unlikely to remain in office more than a few days 
longer, and it is probably with his successor that I shall have to deal. I 
do not think that this Italian attempt at a gentle} form of blackmail need 
be taken too seriously, or that its failure will have much influence one way or 
the other upon the attitude of the Government unless some similar enterprise 
in Paris has produced more substantial results. 

I have, &c., 


R. GRAHAM 
3 Comment by Lord Curzon: ‘but it’s brutal!’ 
No. 533 
Memorandum by Mr. Ryan (Received February 18) 
[E 1866/5/44] 


February 17, 1922 
Since my arrival in London! I have been struck by the fluidity of official 
Opinion as to the course which His Majesty’s Government should take in 
the next phase of the Turkish question. 
t See No. 526, n. 1. 
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Four main lines of thought appear to prevail, namely :— 


(a) That there is nothing for it but to go in with the Greeks again, so far 
as this can be done without giving them Government money and 
without putting troops into Anatolia. 

(6) That there is nothing for it but to let the Turks and Greeks fight 
another round without any departure from Allied neutrality as it 
operates at present. 

(c) That a settlement in the Near East is contingent on a settlement with 
Russia, and that, therefore, no progress can be made until after the 
Genoa Conference.? 

(d) That we must go a good deal further than yet hitherto done to meet the 
Turks; seeking, however, to limit their future military effectiveness on 
the European side; to keep them altogether out of the European side of 
the Dardanelles if possible; to do what little we can for the minorities; 
and to make the best composition we can on questions like financial 
and economic control and safeguards for Allied interests in Turkey. 


In attempting to define these lines of thought, I have doubtless isolated 
them too much. It is obvous that some of them in reality merge in each other. 
It is also probably an exaggeration to suggest that anyone now seriously 
advocates recourse to (a) without some preliminary attempt to ensure the 
pacification of the Near East by other means. The four currents of opinion 
are nevertheless sufficiently definite and distinguishable for the purpose of 
analysis to make it worth while to say how they strike me coming fresh from 
Constantinople. 

(a) We have been strongly impressing on the Turks that His Majesty’s 
Government’s policy underwent a definite change a year ago, and that while 
not prepared to concede the whole of the National Pact, much less to recog- 
nise Angora as the sole Government of Turkey, His Majesty’s Government 
wished to give reasonable satisfaction to Turkey. Any decision to back the 
Greeks now, without first attempting to come to terms with Turkey, or after 
offering Turkey only such terms as no appreciable element in Turkey 
considers acceptable, would appear to all Turks to prove that His Majesty’s 
Government had never seriously modified the San Remo and Sévres attitude 
and wished to ruin Turkey. At the same time, what with Allied disunion and 
the limitations on the help to be afforded to Greece, it is more than doubtful 
whether the Greeks would come out on top. 

If the Greeks succeeded to the fullest extent, we should have to reckon 
with the hostility of the active elements in such remnant of Turkey as might 
remain, and with the hostility of a large part of the Islamic world, including 
the parts which concern His Mayjesty’s Government most nearly. This 
hostility would be the more bitter as, in this alternative, we could not refuse 
the Greeks territorial compensation for their fresh efforts undertaken under 
our auspices. 


2 The Genoa Conference took place from April 10 to May 19, 1922. See Survey of Inter- 
national Affairs, 1920-23, 1925, pp. 25-34, and Cmd. 1667 of 1922. 
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If, on the other hand, the Greeks failed, we should have to reckon with a 
Turkey arrogant in her enhanced prestige, and the hostility of Moslems 
elsewhere would be the more dangerous for seeing in this rehabilitated 
Turkey a centre round which to rally and from which to derive inspiration. 

(6) This is an admission of present Allied bankruptcy so far as the Near 
East is concerned. The argument in favour of resigning ourselves to it is 
that a fresh course of blood-letting might leave both sides so exhausted and 
SO war-weary as to make them more amenable next winter to Allied per- 
suasion than they now are. 

The validity of this argument depends on the assumption that a new 
campaign will not materially alter the balance between the two combatants. 
I myself do not foresee a radical alteration unless the Greeks themselves 
should decide to evacuate Asia Minor. What I do think probable is a sufficient 
alteration in favour of the Kemalists to increase their arrogance. If they can 
keep up the supply of war material, neither financial strain nor war-weariness 
will suffice to make them amenable, even should the Allies be more united eight 
months hence than they are at present. The submissiveness of the Anatolian 
peasant is too great for war-weariness among the people to operate effectively. 
The leaders, who have been playing a winning game, are not particularly 
war-weary. There are indications of disunion among them, but they are 
absolutely united in their determination to keep the Greeks out of Anatolia, 
if not out of Eastern Thrace as well. 

In the less likely event of the balance being altered in favour of the Greeks, 
they would be less disposed than they now are to relinquish Smyrna and 
part of Thrace, but they would still be a long way from having reduced the 
Kemalists to impotence. 

In either alternative the Allies would almost certainly be in a worse 
position than they are even now to impose an equitable settlement. 

(c) I cannot express any confident opinion as to the probability of Soviet 
Russia coming so much into the Allied orbit as to be willing to throw Angora 
over. Recent indications from Angora point to a rapprochement between 
Mustapha Kemal and Moscow. The alliance, though in some ways para- 
doxical, is a natural one so long as both are violently revolutionary and 
fundamentally antagonistic to the Allies. I cannot but doubt whether any 
composition with the Bolsheviks which can be achieved in the near future 
will strike the roots of this fundamental antagonism on their side, and I 
doubt their readiness to cast off Angora sincerely as a result of such a com- 
position. 

I quite agree that the ultimate stability for any settlement in Turkey must 
depend largely on the ultimate attitude of Russia, but I do not believe that 
for immediate purposes we can use Russia to bring about a settlement in 
Turkey. We may perhaps hope, as a result of Genoa, to make Russia neutral 
in her attitude towards Angora, but this will leave the Turkish national 
movement still in being, and with sufficient life in it to give us trouble for a 
long time to come. 

Assuming, however, for the sake of argument, that we may hope to get 
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more from Russia at Genoa, i.e., to secure active Russian co-operation in 
bringing about a settlement in the Near East, it is necessary to consider the 
terms which we are prepared to offer to Russia as the price of her co-opera- 
tion. Are we prepared to go back to the 1915 policy of allowing her to take 
Constantinople and to acquire a chunk of territory in North-Eastern Asia 
Minor? Are we prepared to let her reduce the new Turkey to the conditions 
of a weak vassal State, though without any immediate breach in its territorial 
integrity? Or, is it expected that the advantages to be gained by Russia at 
Genoa in the wider sphere, 1.e., de jure recognition and reinstatement in the 
European economic system, will suffice without any specific advantages in 
the Near East itself? 

Moreover, it is now pretty clear that the Genoa Conference cannot take 
place before April at the soonest. This means that before we can come to 
any arrangement with Russia, serious military operations will again be 
possible in Antolia. In my opinion, such operations are bound to take place 
in or about April, if the situation of the parties remains as at present, i.e., if 
Mustapha Kemal remains in control at Angora and if the Greeks maintain 
their army in Asia Minor. 

(d) The above considerations lead me to the conclusion that present action 
on the part of the Allies is desirable, and that this alternative affords the 
only basis of such action. In my memorandum of the 7th February? I 
outlined a procedure by which effect might be given to it without showing 
undue weakness ots-d-vis of Angora. 

There are many difficulties—notably that of bringing the French into 
line, that of devising ultimate means of coercion if the opponents of a reason- 
able settlement maintain the upper hand in Turkey, and that of inducing 
the Greeks to hold on in Asia Minor in the interests of a settlement under 
which they must eventually clear out. Nevertheless, I consider that the 
effort should be made. 

The proposed procedure would not compromise any real French interest, 
except in so far as it would commit the French to participation in ultimate 
measures of coercion if such were necessary. Otherwise, the French have 
as much to gain by it as we have. They have involved themselves with the 

3 Not printed. Mr. Ryan had written: ‘Assuming that an agreement can be arrived at 
between the three Great Allied Powers, the best procedure might be to embody the main 
lines of it, but not all the details, in an Act exchanged between them, and to invite the 
Turks and the Greeks to adhere to this Act as a preliminary to the assembling of a new 
conference of the three Powers, the Turks and the Greeks, which conference would discuss 
the reserved questions of details and draw up a new treaty. In drawing up such an Act it 


would be essential to make it clear for the benefit of Moslem opinion generally and of all 
Turks, but especially Turks of moderate tendency— 

(a) That the three Powers desired to make every concession to Turkey compatible with 
their own interests and their obligations elsewhere. 

(6) That the Allies sought to hold the scale evenly between Turks and Greeks. 

(c) That the three Powers looked to moderate elements grouped round the Sultan for 
acceptance of the terms offered, even if Angora, as at present constituted, should 
reject them. 

(d) That the Allies really meant to use coercive measures in the last resort.’ 
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Kemalists, but the proposed procedure gives their friends the Kemalists 
an opportunity to come into line. If the Kemalists will not come into line 
except on the basis of the full National Pact, French interests in Turkey 
will be threatened hardly less than ours. What we have to contend with in 
the case of the French is not that the proposed procedure would compromise 
their real interests, but that it would excite their suspicion and jealousy. 

I need not deal at length with the other difficulties. That of devising 
ultimate means of coercion must be faced. Unless we are prepared to resort 
to coercion at long last, we cannot influence the course of events at all and we 
may as well make up our minds to the necessity of swallowing the National 
Pact sooner or later, except in so far as the Greeks may be able to modify it 
on their own account in respect of Thrace. The difficulty of getting the 
Greeks to hold on provisionally in Asia Minor, is one which it should be 
possible to get over by appealing to their own interests and the interest of 
the Greek population of Asia Minor. The removal of the latter concurrently 
with the evacuation of the Greek army seems to me to be a practical im- 
possibility. 

If the proposed procedure should fail utterly, as it might, we should be no 
worse off in respect of the other alternatives than we now are. 

In conclusion, I would lay stress on the danger of complications in Meso- 
potamia this spring and summer if no settlement is arrived at. I do not wish 
to exaggerate this danger, but the recovery of part of Mestopotamia is an 
integral part of the National Pact, and there is always, to my mind, a risk of 
the Kemalists making an effort in that direction, possibly in conjunction 
with Bolshevik activity in Persia. It is true that the engagements of the 
Kemalists elsewhere would make it difficult for them to divert any consider- 
able force to the northern frontier of Mesopotamia, but they might hope to 
achieve a good deal by a comparatively small military effort, assisted by 


intrigue in Kurdistan and in Mesopotamia itself. 
A.R. 


No. 534 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewed February 19, 9 a.m.) 


No. 104 Telegraphic [E 1879/769/44] 
Secret CONSTANTINOPLE, February 18, 1922, 8 p.m. 


Your telegram No. go.! 

So far as I can judge estimate for Adrianople itself appears a plausible 
approximation. Sources of information apart from Greek authorities were 
head of American community and prominent Jews. But I think it would be 
dangerous to generalize from Adrianople to Eastern Thrace and I have no 
material from which to form a judgment regarding distribution of popula- 
tion in that province as a whole. 


! No. 530. 
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During the last two years there has been constant (? displacement) of 
population and notably a marked exodus of Turks (please see my telegram 
No. 103)? which has been not unnaturally encouraged by Greeks. This 
movement was prompted to some extent by Kemalist propaganda designed 
to attract man-power to Anatolia. I (? therefore) think it possible that 
Greeks would be found to be in a majority in Eastern Thrace at the present 
moment. 

In these circumstances I am convinced that Turks would not consider 
result of a plebiscite or census as in any way reflecting normal distribution 
of population and would decline to be bound by its result. 


2 Of February 18, not printed. 


No. 535 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received February 27) 


No. 186 [E 2226/19/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, February 18, 1922 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to transmit to Your Lordship herewith a Memorandum! 
addressed by the Oecumenical Patriarchate on the 6th January to the three 
Allied High Commissioners on the subject of the treatment of Greeks in the 
Pontine region. The Oecumenical Patriarchate states in this memorandum 
that it has received alarming news to the effect that the Nationalist Govern- 
ment proposes to deport into the interior the women and children who have 
survived persecution in that region. The Patriarchate also states that the 
Mutessarif of Samsoun ha[s] published a proclamation calling on the inhabi- 
tants of the Pontine region to submit within a period of 15 days, failing which 
there may be bloodshed. Finally, the Patriarchate asks the Allied High 
Commissioners to intervene in order to prevent these deportations and to 
allow the women and children in question to travel freely and to proceed 
to Constantinople and elsewhere where they may have relatives. 

2. My Allied colleagues and I considered this note at our Conference of 
the 13th ultimo. The French High Commissioner pointed out that the note 
was based on a hypothesis and that it was doubtful whether documents 
existed to prove the truth of the allegations made. My Italian colleague and 
I pointed out that we had reason to believe that the allegations contained in 
the note were correct and we therefore thought it necessary to send a protest 
to the Angora Government. I also stated that the Angora Government had 
every interest, in present circumstances, to abstain from massacres and other 
excesses and that the High Commissioners would do well to point this out to 
that Government. My proposal was accepted and the French Acting High 
Commissioner undertook to draft a collective telegram to Yussuf Kemal, 


1 Not printed. 
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copy? of which is enclosed herewith. I have the honour to draw Your 
Lordship’s attention to the concluding paragraph; of this telegram. 

3. On the 13th instant my colleagues and I received a telegram from 
Yussuf Kemal Bey dated the 7th February, admitting the fact that armed 
Greek bands in the Samsoun region, which were in open rebellion against 
the Government, had been called on to surrender within 15 days. The 
telegram goes on to connect the proceedings of the Ottoman Greeks in the 
Pontine region with the operations of the Greek army. It recites a list of the 
outrages perpetrated by these bands in various localities of the Pontine 
region and dwells on the duty of the Nationalist Government to protect the 
lives and property of the peaceful population against the proceedings of 
the bands in question. Finally, the telegram which is couched in somewhat 
violent language calls on the Allied High Commissioners to get the Greek 
Government to respect the lives, honour and property of the Musulman 
subjects in occupied territories. It quotes examples of the alleged arbitrary 
conduct of the Greek gendarmerie and authorities in Thrace and in the 
Balikessir region. 

4. The Allied High Commissioners considered Yussuf Kemal Bey’s reply 
at their meeting of the 17th instant, and decided that they could not usefully 
take any further action in the matter owing to their inability to check the 
statements made by both sides with regard to events in the Pontine district. 
I shall, however, communicate the correspondence unofficially to the 
American High Commissioner and enquire whether he can furnish any in- 
formation in corroboration of the statements made by the Oecumenical 
Patriarchate and Yussuf Kemal Bey respectively. 

5. I took advantage of Yussuf Kemal Bey’s visit to me yesterday to allude 
to the situation in the Pontine region. Yussuf Kemal Bey stated definitely, 
that the Ottoman Greeks in that region had undoubtedly endeavoured to 
engineer a rebellion against the Nationalist Government, and to stab the 
latter in the back at a moment when it was engaged in the struggle with the 
Greek army. He affirmed that no Ottoman Greeks had been deported into 
the interior until after Greek warships had bombarded Samsoun.$ 

6. The Greek High Commissioner called on me yesterday after I had seen 
Yussuf Kemal Bey, and informed me that Ottoman Greeks from the Pontine 
region had asked him some time back for arms with which to protect them- 


2 Of January 17, not printed. 

3 This ran: ‘En signalant au Gouvernement d’Angora l’opportunité de semblables 
mesures les Hauts Commissaires Alliés croient inutile de souligner l’intérét qu’a la Turquie 
au moment oui les bases de la paix de l’orient vont étre définitivement fixées, 4 donner un 
témoignage précis de sa résolution d’entrer spontanément dans une voie d’apaisement de 
nature 4 laisser espérer que la paix intérieure pourra étre assurée en méme temps que la 
paix extérieure sera rétablie.’ 

¢ Not printed. 

5 In his despatch No. 689 of July 20, 1921, not printed, Mr. Rattigan had transmitted a 
copy of a note from the Greek High Commissioner stating that Samsoun, Sinope, and Ineboli 
could not be considered as undefended towns, and that Ineboli, which was alone subjected 
to Greek bombardment in June, 1921, contained ammunition dumps. 
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selves against the Nationalists. He had, however, refused to give them any 
weapons. 
7. Iam sending a copy of this despatch and its enclosures to His Majesty’s 
Minister at Athens.® 
I have, &c., 
Horace RuMBOLD 


6 In his despatch No. 221 of March 6, Lord Curzon approved the action taken by Sir H. 
Rumbold. | 


No. 536 


Mr. Lindley (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received February 19, 4.30 p.m.) 


No. 48 Telegraphic [E rgor/5/44] 


Very urgent ATHENS, February 19, 1922, 1.45 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 29.! 

International financial commission extended their control in 1914 to 
include loan of 500 million drachmas and again in 1921 (see Lord Granville’s 
despatch No. 166).? 

By article 3 of law of (? June gth) 1898 decisions of commission are taken 
by majority of votes so that technically British delegates could vote down 
French. Mr. Bentinck understands that in practice decisions have been 
always unanimous, opposing delegate giving way at last moment. If you 
desire to make use of majority article I hope I may be informed in time to 
try to influence Italian minister, who is an old friend, before matter is brought 
up at Rome. Italian interest in matter is purely political. Should you not 
desire this, it would be possible to threaten French with an ad hoc commis- 
sion to look after revenue assigned to service of proposed loan. This was 
contemplated by Greek government in 1914. Commission might consist of 
British representative on present commission and bank representative. 
Such a threat would seriously disturb French delegate here who is most 
anxious on general grounds to extend scope of present commission though 
no doubt opposed for political reasons to this particular proposal. If it 
were necessary to form ad hoc commission it seems probable that it would 
soon be possible to merge it into existing commission. 

Mr. Bentinck has not discussed question with French or Italian delegates 
and neither he nor I will mention matter to them till authorized by you. 

Although most responsible Greeks would be glad now to evacuate Asia 
Minor immediately I do not believe present Greek government would have 
the nerve to do so without adequate guarantees for safety of Christians. I 
doubt even if Mr. Sterghiades were he in power would take responsibility 
for either leaving population (...3) or swamping this impoverished country 


t No. 520. 2 Of April 11, not printed. 3 The text is here uncertain. 
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with 2 or 300,000 more refugees (see my telegrams Nos. 384 and 39.)5 It 
may be that at one time safety of Christian population was a pretext for 
Greek occupation. If this was so it has long since ceased to be the case. It is 
now real obstacle to evacuation and has become more serious since guaran- 
tees obtained by France in Cilicia proved inadequate to prevent popu- 
lation’s leaving the country in mass. 

For these reasons I am inclined to regard Greek talk about immediate 
evacuation as something of a bluff. If they do not obtain a loan I rather 
expect that they will prefer an unauthorized issue of orders to evacuate 
without guarantees for Christians; and they may at the same time retire to 
some line cheaper and easier to hold than their present one. 

Nevertheless it is possible especially if Mr. Sterghiades comes into power 
that Greek government may sacrifice Christians in Asia Minor in order to 
save what can be saved in Europe. This might be wisest course for Greek 
government to take but popular indignation would be such that risk of a 
general upheaval in the country would be very grave. 

Repeated to Rome. 


4 Of February 6, not printed. Ss Of February 7, not printed. 


No. 537 


Lord Hardinge (Paris) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received February 21, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 93 Telegraphic: by bag [E 1972/5/44] 
PARIS, February 20, 1922 


Conversation this afternoon with Monsieur Poincaré turned from the 
Genoa conference' to that of the proposed meeting of the three Foreign 
Ministers to discuss the Near Eastern question in Paris. Monsieur Poincaré 
said that there was nothing to be done but to await the solution of the 
Italian crisis,2 and in any case neither England nor France could be blamed 
for the delay that was taking place. He expressed his warm satisfaction 
with the communication I made to him a few days ago by Your Lordship’s 
instructions,? and expressed his confidence that when the conference does 
meet a solution will be very rapidly arrived at. 

He told me that Yussouf Kemal had just passed through Constantinople 
on his way to Rome, Paris and London,‘ and had had an interview with the 
French high commissioner. He said that he himself was not satisfied with 
Yussouf Kemal’s attitude, which he regarded as being very exacting. One 
of the points that Yussouf Kemal insists on is that the Turks should be allowed 
to continue conscription in view of the danger to be apprehended from the 
Soviets. Monsieur Poincaré suggested that some provisional arrangement 
might be found for meeting their wishes. I pointed out to him that any such 


™ See No. 533, n. 2. 2 See No. 525, n. 3. 3 See No. 527. 
4 See No. 531. 


634 


concession made to the Turks would have to be similarly made to the 
Hungarians and Bulgarians, and this would constitute an infringement of 
the treaty of Versailles, of which he wished to appear as the protagonist in 
the conference at Genoa. He admitted that this was so and that that would 
constitute a very serious objection. He added that the Turks are displaying a 
great deal of unwillingness and are making difficulties in the evacuation of 
territory to which they are pledged by the Angora agreement. 


5 See No. 423, n. 2. 


No. 538 


Letter! from Mr. Oliphant to the Secretary to the Admiralty 


[E 1743/5/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, February 20, 1922 
Sir, 

I am directed by the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to acknowledge the 
receipt of your letter No. M. 0126 of the 13th instant,? stating, with reference 
to the proposed modifications of the Treaty of Sévres, that the views origin- 
ally held by the Lords Commissioners of the Admiralty were that ‘if the 
Admiralty are to guarantee the sea lines of communication to the Black 
Sea, it is essential that both shores of such narrow straits as the Dardanelles 
and Bosphorus should be in Allied hands’. In view of the time which has 
elapsed since the date when it is presumed these views were expressed, I am 
to enquire whether Their Lordships now desire to add anything thereto. 


1 The draft only of this letter is preserved in the Foreign Office archives. 

2 Not printed. This was a reply to Foreign Office letter of January 30, transmitting a 
copy of the French Ambassador’s note of January 27 (see No. 514, n. 1). 

3 In their reply the Admiralty stated: ‘Complete security of passage through the Straits 
cannot be guaranteed if one or both shores are in unfriendly hands.’ 


No. 539 
Mr. Lindley (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received February 22, 8.30 a.m.) 
No. 51 Telegraphic (E 2260/5/44] 
ATHENS, February 21, 1921, 6.30 p.m. 


My immediately preceding telegram.' 

Language held yesterday by French minister and French delegate make 
it clear that they are both bitterly opposed to any loan to Greeks at all and 
will do all they can to prevent it. 


' No. 50 of February 20, not printed. 
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There is no chance therefore of persuading French delegate to approve 
of extension of power to financial commission and Italian government can 
hardly be counted upon to instruct their delegate to outvote French. 

In the circumstances I recommend Greek government to make arrange- 
ments with bankers for ad hoc commission as suggested in my telegram No. 
(? 48).2, After a short time French will be only too glad to see this commission 
merge with international commission as will probably be desirable. 

But I confess that I have misgivings as to wisdom of giving Greece any 
loan except as part of the settlement. If there is no chance of coming to 
an agreement with the French shortly would it not be possible to present 
concrete British terms to the Greek government and make them accept 
those terms in writing before money is accorded. I am aware that Greek 
government have generally placed their case in the hands of His Majesty’s 
Government but this does not bind them as would my proposal. French 
government could be informed beforehand what we had decided to do.3 

If you do not consider it advisable to go as far as this I would suggest that 
Greek government be asked to agree to evacuate Asia Minor as soon as 
proper measures have been taken to protect Christian inhabitants. 

We and the French are in agreement on this point and such an under- 
taking by the Greeks would stultify argument that loan was made to enable 
them to carry on the war. It would also be a step towards settlement if not 
a very important one. 

If no progress has been made regarding guarantee for the Christian popu- 
lation would it not be possible to consider the exchange of that population 
for Turkish population in Eastern Thrace? The operation presents many 
difficulties and would cause an economic set back both in Thrace and Asia 
Minor but it would be a radical solution of the problem and presents the 
only alternative I can think of to maintaining trustworthy foreign armed 
force in Smyrna district. League of Nations are engaged in exchange of 
Greek and Bulgarian population in Macedonia* and might be asked to 
undertake the work. 

Greek General Staff [anticipate] a Turkish offensive next month. They 
are confident that they can repulse it but once fighting begins none can tell 
how the situation will develop. 

Repeated to Rome and Constantinople. 


2 No. 536. 

3 In a subsequent telegram, No. 55 of February 22, Mr. Lindley reported that M. 
Sterghiades had informed him that the ‘financial situation at Smyrna was critical and that it 
was absolutely necessary for Powers to inform Greece what was wanted of her’. Mr. Lindley 
added: ‘I hope therefore that it will be possible to make financial advance sufficient to 
prevent debacle at Smyrna, on conditions outlined in my telegram No. 51.’ 

+ A commission for the exchange of minorities between Greece and Bulgaria was set up 
by a resolution of September 20, 1920 of the Council of the League of Nations. See L/N.O.7., 
October 1920, pp. 411-13. 
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No. 540 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewed February 22, 10 a.m.) 


No. 112 Telegraphic [E 2056/5/44] 


Secret CONSTANTINOPLE, February 21, 1922, 8 p.m. 


Account obtained from very secret source of interview of Nationalist 
Minister for Foreign Affairs with French High Commissioner,’ represents 
the latter as stating that France would be the advocate of Turkey against 
Great Britain who is supporting Greece and as promising French support for 
Turkey in minorities and . . .2 military service questions? in respect of which 
he had gathered (? from) notes exchanged between French and British 
governments, Turkey would meet with great difficulties. 

I am the more concerned at French High Commissioner’s gross indis- 
cretions both as to Great Britain’s attitude and as to confidential memoranda 
since the account of my own interview with Nationalist Minister for Foreign 
Affairs as obtained from same source is fairly accurate. 

It is evident that French here are entirely unscrupulous in their attempts 
to (? curry) favour with Nationalists and that their proceedings will greatly 
increase the difficulty of a settlement. 


' As reported by Sir H. Rumbold in his despatch No. 195 of February 21, General Pellé 
had recently returned from Paris. (See No. 516, n. 4.) 

2 The text is here uncertain. In the Foreign Office the word ‘compulsory’ was suggested. 

3 Cf. No. 537. 4 Cf. No. 531. 


No. 541 


Mr. Lindley (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 


No. 103 [E 2469/5/44] 
Most confidential & Immediate ATHENS, February 24, 1922 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to report that the Italian Minister informed me yesterday 
that the Italian Agent in Cicilia had just passed through Athens on his way 
to Rome. He reported that the exodus of the Christian population had 
ruined the district and that the Kemalists were now behaving in the most 
truculent manner towards the French and Italians who had remained. At 
the same time the Agent, who had good sources of information at Smyrna, 
stated that the Kemalists were in want of almost everything and that their 
attitude towards the Powers was nothing but a gigantic piece of bluff. They 
could not possibly undertake a serious military operation. 

Monsieur Montagna was so impressed by this report that he had tele- 
graphed to Rome to urge upon his Government the advisability of openly 
taking sides with the Greeks as the only way of settling the Near Eastern 
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question; it was mere waste of time talking to the Kemalists unless we were 
prepared to accept the National Pact in its entirety. He believed that, if 
the Greeks were given moral support and if their national unity were restored 
by the recognition of Constantine, they would yet prove the deciding factor 
in imposing the will of the Powers on Turkey. Monsieur Montagna begged 
me to treat what he had told me regarding his advice to Rome as most 
confidential. 

There appears to have been a considerable change in the Italian attitude 
lately towards the Greco-Turk conflict. From being pro-Turk, the Italians, 
as seen from here, appear to be becoming almost pro-Greek. Although they 
do not allow their vessels to be searched by the Greeks on the High Seas, 
they admit the seizure of contraband of war if the vessel is within Greek 
Territorial Waters. This change of attitude is, no doubt, due to the Franklin 
Bouillon Agreement! which Monsieur Montagna fears may result in French 
hegemony in Turkey. He 1s never tired of saying how completely the attitude 
of Angora changed after the conclusion of that Agreement and of how in- 
tractable it has made the Kemalists. 

As regards the possibility of the Greeks being still useful to the Allies, 
there is little doubt that they would be capable of a much more serious 
effort if they had the moral support of a great Power. To a small country 
like Greece, the moral effect of support, especially British support, is incal- 
culable; and nothing is more surprising than the endurance and ‘moral’ 
of the Greek forces last year when they were quite isolated. 

I am sending a copy of this despatch to His Majesty’s Ambassador at 
Rome. 


I have, &c., 
F. O. LinDLEY 
! See No. 423, n. 2. 
No. 542 
Lord Hardinge (Parts) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received February 25) 


No. 482 [E 2164/75/44] 
PARIS, February 24, 1922 
My Lord, 

On receipt of your Lordship’s despatch No. 351 of the 4th February.’ I 
addressed representations to M. Poincaré in regard to the attitude of Lieu- 
tenant-Colonel Sarrau at Constantinople and to the gendarmerie of Cilicia. 

I have to-day received from M. Poincaré a reply,? of which copy is enclosed, 
explaining that Lieutenant-Colonel Sarrau has succeeded to the functions 
of General Foulon,3 who was inspector-general of the Turkish gendarmerie 
constituted at the time of the armistice by the authorisation of the com- 


t No. 521. 2 Of February 23, not printed. 3 See No. 25, n. 7. 
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mander-in-chief of the Allied armies. M. Poincaré maintains that Lieutenant- 
Colonel Sarrau’s mission cannot be held to interfere with the sub-commis- 
sion of Gendarmerie, as his activities are limited to the districts where the 
sub-commission’s authority does not run. He therefore sees no reason to 
place Lieutenant-Colonel Sarrau under the orders of the sub-commission, 
and considers it preferable to leave him and his two colleagues, in view of 
their nationality, under the authority of the French High Commissioner at 
Constantinople. 

As to the Cilician gendarmerie, M. Poincaré explains that it is intended 
to meet local requirements alone, and will not interfere in any way with the 
general arrangements which may be made for the whole of Turkey as a 
result of the Treaty of Peace. It is with this object that the French rifles and 
clothing have been handed over to this body of gendarmerie, who are intend- 
ed to maintain order in Cilicia. As for the aeroplanes, M. Poincaré states 
that they have been handed over to a French civilian society which has 
formally undertaken to employ them for commercial uses only. 

I have, &c., 
HARDINGE OF PENSHURST 


No. 543 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received March 1, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 122 Telegraphic (E 2329/5/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, February 27, 1922, 8.30 p.m. 


My private telegram of February 18th.? 

Minister for Foreign Affairs has just informed me that he proposes to 
leave for London on March 4th by the Orient express, consent of the Sultan 
having been obtained to his journey. 

As Yussuf Kemal Bey and his delegation leave for Marseilles on March 
Ist by sea Izzet Pasha expects to be in London two or three days before 
them. He will be accompanied by Edhem Bey a former under-secretary at 
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Haidar Bey, his Chef de Cabinet. Mr. 
Ryan can give you details about these two persons. 

I suggested to Minister for Foreign Affairs that Yussuf Kemal Bey would 
have been glad to speak on behalf of Central government as well as on that 
of Angora government. Minister for Foreign Affairs admitted that Yussuf 
Kemal had wished to do so (see my telegram No. 120)? but Central govern- 
ment could not with dignity have accepted a procedure? which would have 

t This telegram has not been traced in the Foreign Office archives. 

2 Of February 25, not printed. This ran: ‘I learn from a reliable source that French 
High Commissioner recently urged Minister for Foreign Affairs to secure for Yussuf Kemal 
authority to act in the name of Central government while on his mission to allied capitals. 
Although Minister for Foreign Affairs promised to do his best to persuade his colleagues to 


agree to this arrangement, Central government definitely refused to entertain proposal.’ 
3 In his despatch No. 212 of February 28 Sir H. Rumbold explained that following this 
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shut the door on any further action on their part necessitated by circum- 
stances by which of course he meant failure of Yussuf Kemal’s mission. I 
am inclined to think that object of Izzet Pasha’s journey is to show the 
public that the Central government is independent of Angora government 
and to take the wind out of Yussuf Kemal’s sails. This would not prevent 
Izzet Pasha from backing Yussuf Kemal to the extent that he may consider 
necessary or from trying to put brake on latter. 

I warned Minister for Foreign Affairs as I have frequently done that only 
issue from present deadlock in Asia Minor was compromise in virtue of 
which both sides would make concessions and that my government could 
therefore not be expected to swallow National Pact whole. Minister for 
Foreign Affairs agreed that it would probably be necessary to find a ‘terme 
moyen’. Turks were only out to keep what they considered their own. 

I suggested to Minister for Foreign Affairs that as according to telegrams 
an Italian government had now been formed‘ it might be possible for Near 
East conference to take place in some eight to ten days from now. He said 
that he thought that he would reach London before conference took place. 


refusal Yussuf Kemal Bey included in his mission Hamid Bey, Deputy for Constantinople, 
‘in order to give the impression that the mission is qualified to voice public opinion in 
Constantinople’. 

+ See No. 525, n. 3. 


No. 544 
Letter from the Greek Chargé d’ Affaires to Mr. Vansittart 
[Z 2588/5 /44] 
Confidential LONDON, March 1, 1922 


Dear Mr. Vansittart, 

I enclose a copy of a telegram! sent yesterday to Athens by M. Gounaris, 
who has directed me to ask you to be good enough to bring its contents to 
the knowledge of the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston so that the British 
Government may be in touch with the development of the situation. En- 
closed you will also find a copy of a letter? addressed by M. Gounaris to 
the Prime Minister previous to his departure for Athens. 

Yours sincerely, 
A. R1z0o-RANGABE 


1 Enclosure 1. 2 Enclosure 2. 


ENCLOSURE 1 IN No. 544 
Telegram of M. Gounaris to the Interim Prime Minister, Athens 


Strictly confidential. LONDON, February 28, 1922 


Proceeded yesterday to final démarche in order [to] obtain facilitation of 
advance on loan and immediate supply of indispensable war-material. Will 
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have answer to my démarche by end of week. In view of gravity of situa- 
tion and urgent necessity [to] take a decision I shall not wait here for answer 
but will leave tomorrow as already wired you. As answer or absence of 
same which [with] of course equivalent answer in negative will be wired 
by our London Minister and reach Athens by the time [of] my arrival there 
we shall be able to have it for consideration while arriving at our decisions. 
Meanwhile Asia Minor Command wires emphasising necessity of soon 
arriving at a decision if we are unable supply Army with requisite financial 
resources and war-material as delay in taking decision may expose Army [to] 
graver danger for Command must have time [to] plan and carry out necessary 
measures before enemy offensive begins so as avoid all risk. Having regard 
to this I think we cannot assume very grave responsibility of allowing eight 
or ten days till my arrival to be wasted. Our responsibility will be the 
graver as we cannot maintain that hopes of a favourable answer to my last 
démarche which would extricate us from present difficulties are at all con- 
siderable. Accordingly please examine with competent quarters whether it is 
not indispensable [to] inform Asia Minor Command (1) That our démarches 
have not hitherto made us able [to] supply indispensable assistance asked for 
by them so as [to] allow them [to] cope with enemy when campaigning-season 
sets in and (2) that by the beginning of next week we shall be in a position 
definitely [to] inform them of result of our last démarche which there is a 
possibility albeit a very small one may make us able meet their requirements. 
In communicating this to Asia Minor Command instructions should further 
be given to take all steps dictated by consideration of foregoing and by 
imperative obligation of at all cost avoiding exposing Army to danger of a 
reverse. Thus Asia Minor Command could defer all action pending arrival 
of British Government’s answer on express condition that they consider such 
postponement possible without risk. Should however the Command consider 
that this delay may create dangers they should be authorized [to] proceed 
immediately to such measures preliminary to withdrawal as they may 
consider necessary for avoiding dangers. Foregoing must of course be kept 
absolutely secret. If after examination of question you consider above 
decision is dictated by situation you may proceed to same. 
GouNaRIS 


ENCLOSURE 2 IN No. 544 
Copy February 27, 1922 
My dear Prime Minister, 

As a result of the unexpected delay in attaining a settlement of the Near 
Eastern question the situation in Greece has gradually but inevitably been 
taking on a more and more critical aspect. Considering that it was my duty 
to bring this to the knowledge of the British Government, I addressed a 
Note on the 15th instant to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston3 by way of 


3 Not printed. See No. 529, n. 2. A note in Mr. Oliphant’s hand on the document here 
printed states that M. Gounaris’s letter of Februarv 15 was circulated to the Cabinet on 
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sequel to my previous conversations with him. In this note I communicated 
the information which had then reached me and drew the urgent attention 
of the British Government to the extreme gravity of the situation. I have 
not yet received an answer to my Note but information to hand since that 
date only shows that the situation is assuming a graver complexion every 
day. The complete exhaustion of our financial resources has made the possi- 
bility of maintaining the Army in Asia Minor problematic. In addition to 
this, shortage of war-material must necessarily expose the army to grave 
danger as soon as the campaigning season sets in. 

You will thus readily understand the gravity of the situation unless it is 
made possible for us to make good these two deficiencies—and that im- 
mediately, in view of the very limited time at our disposal. 

Having regard to the very great responsibilities which this situation 
creates for me, I feel it to be my duty to leave for Athens by the middle of 
this week, so that I may, in consultation with my colleagues, take such 
decisions as the situation may dictate. 

Accordingly, I shall be much obliged, if, previous to my departure, you 
would be good enough to accord me a few minutes of your time so that I 
may be able to put before you the situation as it actually presents itself and 
have the opportunity of a final exchange of views with you. 

Yours sincerely, 
(sgd) D. GounarRIs 


February 24. On the jacket enclosing the original of Mr. Gounaris’s letter and a copy of the 
letter in Confidential Print, it is indicated that the text of the letter was circulated to H.M. 
the King and the Cabinet. This point is important in view of the statements made in 
December 1922 by Mr. Lloyd George and Lord Birkenhead to the effect that they had seen 
neither this letter nor Lord Curzon’s reply of March 6 (No. 549 below). 


No. 545 


Mr. Lindley (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received March 2, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 61 Telegraphic (E 2346/5 /44] 


ATHENS, March 1, 1922, 9 p.m. 


Sir H. Rumbold’s telegram No. 121, last paragraph.! 

I must warn you that unless Greeks receive financial support in some form 
it would be rash to count upon their being able to remain in Asia Minor 
pending a settlement. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


t Of February 27, not printed. In the last paragraph Sir H. Rumbold had stated: ‘I am 


in entire agreement with Mr. Ryan’s memorandum of February gth [No. 526]... . I 
particularly endorse paragraphs 6 and 7 of memorandum.’ 
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No. 546 


Memorandum by Sir E. Crowe on the Near Eastern Settlement 
[E 2601 /5/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, March 3, 1922 


I should like to sound a note of warning concerning a suggestion several 
times discussed in the departmental minutes that a settlement of the terms 
of peace with Turkey might—failing an agreement between Great Britain, 
France and Italy—be referred to the League of Nations. 

The precedent of Silesia has been invoked in this connection. It is well to 
remember that the settlement of the Silesian question adopted by the League 
of Nations! was not really satisfactory, except to the French and the Poles, 
who under it obtained even more than had been asked for by them in the 
discussions of the Supreme Council. A settlement in Silesia was and is a 
matter of comparatively slight importance to Great Britain. A settlement of 
the Eastern question stands on a very different footing. It behoves us, 
therefore, not to neglect anything to safeguard our position and to prevent 
too unfavourable a solution. 

Reference to the League of Nations need not necessarily be made in the 
way in which it was done in the case of Silesia. On that occasion not only 
did Great Britain as well as France pledge herself beforehand to accept any 
decision made by the League, but they practically abdicated their position 
as one of the effective members on the Council of the League when they 
consented to see the actual settlement entrusted to the secretariat and their 
experts. 

It is this procedure which I think we ought in any case not to agree to as 
regards Turkey. It was employed in the case of Silesia, when in the secre- 
tariat, and the body of experts dependent upon them, French influence was 
exceedingly strong. On that occasion the wires were pulled by the Czecho- 
Slovak and Polish experts, more or less directly inspired by the Quai d’ 
Orsay, who also exercised direct influence over the Chief of the Political 
section of the secretariat—Monsieur Mantoux—and certain others of their 
most influential members. It will be remembered that when the League’s 
experts brought their Silesian settlement before the Council the members 
of the Council—including the British representative—took the line that the 
terms of the settlement having thus been unanimously brought forward ought 
to be adopted, if only to avoid a renewed outbreak of the grave differences 
which had divided the Powers represented on the Supreme Council. 

I would consequently urge that whatever we may eventually do as regards 
bringing in the League of Nations, we should do on the distinct under- 
standing that the British representative on the Council of the League will 
be absolutely free to judge of the merits of any settlement proposed, and to 
refuse his assent to it so long as it is not considered satisfactory by His Majesty’s 
Government. In other words, we should insist that a decision by the League 


' See Vol. XVI, No. 329. 
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of Nations shall mean a decision really made by the members of the Council 
themselves, and should not be merely endorsement by the latter of a report 
emanating from the secretariat and its experts, or from a committee of the 
Council from which Great Britain, France and Italy might have been 
excluded.? 

E.A.C. 


2 Lord Curzon minuted on March 4: ‘I am very glad to read Sir E. Crowe’s note. 
‘I shall fight hard against a reference to the League because 
(1) it means further delay 
(2) it is an abrogation of the duties & functions of the Great Powers principally concerned 
(3) the League as now constituted is not a competent body to settle the East 
(4) if we i.e. G[reat] B[ritain] Fr[ance] & Ital[y] arrive at a decision we can (if we 
choose) enforce it. The League cannot.’ 


No. 547 


Sir R. Graham (Rome) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewved March 4, 10.50 p.m.) 


No. 119 Telegraphic (E 2456/5/44] 


ROME, March 4, 1922, 3.50 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 76.! 

Monsieur Schanzer reached Rome on the 2nd and I had long conver- 
sation with him yesterday evening. I gave His Excellency friendly message 
from Your Lordship. He reciprocated heartily expressing at same time his 
great appreciation of British mission to Washington? and his pleasure in hav- 
ing collaborated with Mr. Balfour. He assured me that he was most anxious 
to establish relations of complete understanding and cooperation between 
British and Italian governments. 

Monsieur Schanzer said that he understood importance of early meeting 
for Eastern Conference but it was impossible for him to be in Paris on March 
13th. New government would only meet lower chamber on March 16th. 
There would be two days debate and it could not receive vote of confidence 
before March 18th. His Excellency would propose to leave Rome immedi- 
ately after this vote without waiting for debate of Senate and to be in Paris 
on 20th March or 21st March. He declared it would be useless for him to 
attend conference and impossible for him to speak with any authority at it 
until government had received vote of confidence from chamber. In reply 
to enquiry on my part he said that he had not had sufficient time to study 
Turkish question and desired to defer any discussion on the subject until he 
had done so. I drew his special attention to proposals of His Majesty’s 


! Of March 2, not printed. 

2 For the Washington Conference of November 11, 1921-February 6, 1922, see Vol. 
XIV, Chap. VI. Signor Schanzer had been leader of the Italian delegation to the 
Conference. 
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Government of December joth? and to Your Lordship’s conversation with 
French Ambassador of January 30th* emphasizing that we had no desire to 
take sides between Greece and Turkey and only sought to bring about just 
and durable settlement. As regards Italian proposals I referred to his 
predecessor’s attempt to strike a bargain which had disagreeably impressed 
Your Lordship.’ He said that the course taken by Marquis della Toretta 
seemed to him too ‘mercantile’ and he would not pursue it. He enquired 
what we thought of Italian proposals and I replied on general lines indicated 
in last paragraph of Foreign Office paper E. 1306/5/44 of February 4th.® 


3 No. 496. 

4 The conversation which was referred to in Lord Curzon’s despatch of January 30 
(No. 515) had taken place on January 26. 

S See Nos. 512, 522, and 525. 6 No. 522. 


No. 548 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Mr. Lindley (Athens) 


No. 36 Telegraphic (E 2471 /5/44| 


Confidential FOREIGN OFFICE, March 6, 1922, 3 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 56 (of February 22nd. Greek financial position).! 

As there now seems little prospect of Greece being able to raise a substantial 
loan, I am replying? to M. Gounaris’s note of February 15th} (see Eastern 
print February 2oth section 1) in the sense that wisest course is to expedite 
diplomatic solution acceptable to both parties, and that I trust that Greek 
government will accept whatever advice may be offered to them by confer- 
ence of allied ministers which should open in Paris not later than March 2oth. 


Very confidential 


Our idea is if possible to arrange for immediate evacuation of Anatolia by 
arrangement with Angora. M. Gounaris will doubtless so interpret my note 
but meanwhile you should not breathe a word of this but adopt attitude of 
complete reserve. 


! Not printed. In this telegram Mr. Lindley had stated that the Greeks had suggested to 
the International Financial Commission that the proposed London loan should be super- 
vised by an ad hoc commission, if the international commission were not prepared to 
undertake its supervision. Mr. Lindley added that he had little doubt that the French 
delegate would now favour supervision by the International Commission (cf. Nos. 536 and 
539). 

2 No. 549, below. 3 See No. 520, n. 2. 
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No. 549 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to M. Gounanis' 


[# 2471/5/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, March 6, 1922 


Your Excellency, 

I have considered with the utmost care the note which you addressed to 
me on the 15th ultimo,? and desire to express my appreciation of the perfect 
candour with which you have expounded to me a situation that is indubit- 
ably fraught with the gravest anxiety to the Greek Government and nation. 
I can only express a hope that the military position in Anatolia is less in- 
mediately critical than your note would lead me to think, and that the 
remarkable patriotism and discipline of the Hellenic armies, of which so 
many illustrations have been furnished in the campaigns of the last few 
years, will not fail them in any emergency that may conceivably arise. 

2. As regards the financial position, your Excellency has yourself detailed 
the inception of the negotiations by which it was hoped by your Govern- 
ment to raise a substantial loan in the London market. His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment have, as you know, endeavoured, within the limits of their publicly 
declared neutrality and of the engagements entered into with their Allies, to 
lighten the difficulties by which these negotiations were attended; and if, 
as I am informed, they have failed to produce the desired result, this would 
appear to have been due in the main to obstacles connected with the com- 
mercial, rather than with the political, aspects of the proposed transaction.3 


1 A French translation of this letter is given by Frangulis, vol. 11, pp. 352-3. This letter, 
along with M. Gounaris’s letter of February 15 (see No. 529, n. 2), was read in the House of 
Lords on December 7, 1922, by Lord Birkenhead, who stated that he had not seen it when 
he was a member of His Majesty’s Government. See 52 H.L. Deb. 5 s. cols. 337-40; see also 
No. 544, n. 3. 2 See No. 529, n. 2. 

3 In a minute to his draft reply to the Greek Government (a draft which Lord Curzon 
rejected), Mr. Nicolson had written: ‘I have not gone fully into the reasons why Greece 
has not been able to obtain a loan. Their failure to do so may have been due partly to our 
hesitation to back the loan officially, but it was also due to their own secretiveness and 
delay in producing accounts.” Here Mr. Nicolson alluded to an extract from a private 
letter of January 22 from Sir George Armstrong (a partner of Armstrong’s Bank) to Viscount 
Long (first Lord of the Admiralty until January 1921) a copy of which had been communi- 
cated to the Foreign Office. This ran: ‘I have delayed writing you concerning the Greek 
position on account of the constantly recurring changes in the situation and the difficulty of 
forecasting the probable course of events. However, a definite point has now been reached 
where the situation is likely to remain stationary at any rate for a time. 

‘As you will doubtless have heard, shortly before Christmas, the British Treasury entered 
into a financial Agreement with the Greek Government [see No. 499] whereby the embargo 
imposed upon Greece under the 1918 Convention was lifted, so far as the British Treasury 
was concerned and that country was permitted to raise a loan of fifteen millions in the 
London market on certain conditions, notably that the money shall be spent as far as 
possible in this country and the British Empire, and also that no part of the loan was to be 
utilised for re-paying the United States for advances made under the 1918 Convention. 
This, of course, was an enormous advantage to Greece and to her financial credit. 

‘Immediately the Agreement was received, I was invited to confer with Gounaris and his 
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3. In these circumstances, the wisest course is unquestionably to expedite 
the diplomatic solution of the anxious position in which all are placed. I 


Foreign Minister and Rangabe and was requested by them to take steps to carry on with the 
loan. This we consented to do and forthwith commenced our dispositions for the same in 
the City. 

“Three days after the Agreement was signed by the Contracting parties Gounaris left for 
Rome and shortly after his arrival there Rangabe received a telegram from Gounaris 
directing him to “‘entreat’”? me and my group to make a “‘concrete offer” for the loan 
within the next week or ten days; at the same time Gounaris stated that if we had any 
difficulty in doing so Rangabe was to inform him so that he would get other financial 
assistance. This request, particularly his reference to other financial assistance, was certainly 
surprising, to say the least of it, considering all the efforts that we had made on his behalf 
and also the fact that there was a verbal and written understanding that negotiations 
would not be entered into with any other group except ourselves. In reply to this communi- 
cation we informed the legation that we could only conduct negotiations provided we 
received an explicit assurance from Gounaris that neither he nor his Government would 
negotiate with any other group excepting our own and that no “concrete offer’ could be 
made until we received such assurance. At the same time, we requested Rangabe to 
telegraph to Athens immediately for an expert to leave there at once for London with all 
available documents, facts and figures bearing on the financial situation so that our Accoun- 
tants may [sic] be in a position to arrive at an exact computation of their assets to date; also 
that they might be able to verify the general statement, which had been telegraphed from 
Athens. In spite of the urgency of this demand Rangabe never telegraphed to Athens but 
simply communicated our request to Mr. Gounaris in Rome with the result that no in- 
formation was given to us, the only communications received from Rangabe for the next 
fortnight being petulant and reiterated requests for a ‘‘concrete offer’. 

“While waiting for Gounaris’s answer, I asked Rangabe to give us all the financial material 
available in the legation to help us in our task of formulating an offer. The material which 
he placed in my hands was grossly inadequate being merely a copy of the Greek estimates of 
1920 and a copy of the last report of the National Bank of Greece; this being the only material 
in our hands besides the year-old report of the International Commission. These documents 
were submitted for examination to Price Waterhouse & Co., who are probably the leading 
firm of Chartered Accountants in the world, and a week later Sir Laurence Halsey, one of 
the chief Directors of the firm, presented us with a detailed report of the figures presented to 
him, and, as we had anticipated, his analysis recorded in the most emphatic language their 
opinion that the documents presented utterly failed to supply any basis for a concrete offer 
and, moreover, served to indicate that the general figures telegraphed from Athens were 
entirely unsupported. These facts we immediately transmitted to the legation together 
with a copy of Price Waterhouse & Co’s report; at the same time, we indicated to the Greeks 
in very direct language that if they persisted in the attitude of endeavouring to obtain a 
“‘concrete offer’ on a basis of unsupported figures, we should be obliged to take the necessary 
steps to protect ourselves. 

“Within twenty-four hours of the receipt of this communication (Gounaris having then 
just returned to London) I received an urgent request from the legation to come and see 
Gounaris and Rangabe. This I proceeded to do in company with Mr. Maurice Turner, the 
solicitor to the group. The interview was a lengthy one and after endless discussion and 
shuffling evasions on their part, they consented to telegraph immediately to Athens for the 
necessary facts and figures; at the same time, they said that if we would propound certain 
questions on which we requested immediate enlightenment they would also telegraph to 
Athens for an immediate reply by cable. The next day we sent them a list of questions to 
which we desired an immediate answer. The only answer to this demand was a further 
shuffling letter from Rangabe intimating that the questions we had asked were too lengthy 
to send a cabled reply to and reiterating his demand for an immediate “‘concrete offer’, 
which, he added, they wanted within a week or ten days. To this communication we 
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deeply regret that owing to circumstances over which His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment have had no control the proposed meeting of the Allied Ministers in 
Paris has been so long delayed. An Italian Ministry having however now been 
formed, I have hastened to propose that the conference should meet in Paris 
on the 13th March—a date which at the moment of writing seems likely to 


explained [sic] in courteous terms how impossible it was for us to fulfil such a request in the 
absence of any confirmatory figures and reminded them that this constant delay was not 
only injurious to Greek credit but was seriously handicapping us in our efforts to place the 
loan under the best auspices. Rangabe’s only reply to this was a somewhat curt letter to the 
effect that they did not want to deal with questions of Greek credit or assets but wanted 
simply a “‘concrete offer’. 

‘I do not think you will be surprised to hear that after receiving this last letter we in- 
formed them that we definitely refused to make them any concrete offer whatever until the 
facts, figures and documents that we had called for had been presented to us; at the same 
time we intimated that in order to justify our own position with the Government and also 
with those who had associated themselves with us, we were that day notifying the Chancellor 
of the Exchequer officially of the whole course of the negotiations up to date and of the 
refusal of the Greek Government to supply us with the information that we had called for. 
That was three days ago and we have as yet received no answer. 

‘There can be no doubt whatever that these strenuous efforts on the part of Gounaris to 
obtain a “‘concrete offer’’ from us had been merely dictated by political considerations and 
regard for his own personal interests. Such concrete offer, even if it was tendered, could be of 
no financial use whatever and would bring them no nearer to the raising of the loan; in fact, 
it would be merely a financial and political ‘fake’. This, of course, we were going to be no 
party to and our caution in this respect is more than justified by our knowledge that 
Gounaris’s position in Athens is extremely uncertain and any action on our part which 
suggested that we were merely playing his political game would seriously prejudice our 
position in the event of Gounaris falling from power and being succeeded by a rival. Our 
action throughout has been strictly correct and regular not only from the point of view of 
the British Treasury and the London market but also as regards the Greek Government 
itself. 

‘I feel sure that you will entirely concur in our attitude and agree that we should have 
been very ill advised, from every point of view, if we had adopted any other attitude. 

“What the outcome of the present situation will be, it is difficult to say. I am sorry to have 
to state that Gounaris’s attitude has filled me with profound mistrust. Rangabe is a gentle- 
man but he is weak and merely a pliant instrument in the hands of his masterful Prime 
Minister, but all his wheedling and specious arguments have had no effect whatever. We 
have seen through Gounaris[’s] game and have refused to be ““drawn’”’ and now that gentle- 
man probably realises that he has played a bad game of cards with us. It is, of course, possible 
that he may have been “‘flirting” with some other financiers, but if so he will find himself in 
a very awkward position for no loan can be raised in London without us or the Treasury 
knowing all about it, and the information which we have laid before the latter in our recent 
letter, will make it more than difficult for any group to negotiate alone. If, as the result of 
our attitude, the necessary facts and figures are forthcoming then we shall continue our 
operations immediately, but of course, there is no getting away from the fact that these 
continual delays will make our task more difficult. 

‘I have received two cordial private telegrams couched in the most friendly terms from 
Maximos, [Director, National Bank of Greece] expressing his high appreciation of our efforts, 
but there is some mysterious element in the situation which we have not yet been able to 
fathom. We hear that Belthazzi [Baltatzis], the Foreign Minister (who was present at our 
interview) has quarrelled with Gounaris and indeed he has not returned with him to 
London. Also we hear that the Minister of Finance has also quarrelled with him. If that is 
the case, we may find perhaps therein an explanation of the failure of Athens to send 
Gounaris the information he called for or to help him in any way in his quest for a loan.’ 
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be again postponed for a few days to meet the convenience of the new 
Italian Minister for Foreign Affairs. I have little doubt that the first subject 
that will come under examination there will be the Anatolian question; 
and I earnestly hope that a solution may be found which will be acceptable 
to both parties and may relieve you of the more serious apprehensions by 
which you are assailed. 

4. Your Government has already placed itself, in accordance with the 
advice which I ventured to tender to you last autumn, in the hands of the 
Allies, and I doubt not therefore that in a similar spirit of confidence and 
good faith you will be prepared to listen to such counsels as may be offered 
to you from Paris with regard to the immediately existing situation. 

I have, &c., 
CuRZON OF KEDLESTON 


No. 550 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Receiwwed March 13) 


No. 229 [E 2755/5/44] 
Confidentral CONSTANTINOPLE, March 7, 1922 


My Lord, 

As I had the honour to report to your Lordship in my personal and secret 
telegram of the 28th February,'! Yussuf Kemal Bey and his mission? left 
Constantinople on the 1st March for Marseilles in the French steamer “Tadla’. 
The newspapers state that when Yussuf Kemal Bey went on board the Turkish 
flag was run up at the fore. A large crowd saw him off, and he is reported to 
have said that his visit to Constantinople had satisfied him that he could 
speak on behalf of the whole of Turkey. 

2. Izzet Pasha and his mission? left on the 4th March by Orient express, 
intending to proceed direct to London. Up to the last minute he was in 
two minds as to stopping in Paris en route. He was afraid that if he went 
straight through to London he might lay himself open to the charge of want 
of courtesy towards the French Government. But, as at the moment of his 
departure it appeared likely that the Near Eastern Conference in Paris 
would meet on the 13th instant, he sent me a message to say that he had 
decided to go straight to England in the first instance. I think it possible 
that, when they learn that the Eastern Conference has been still further 
adjourned,‘ both missions will stop a few days in Paris before proceeding to 


London. 


1 Not preserved in the Foreign Offfice archives. 2 See Nos. 523 and 531. 

3 See No. 543. 

4 See No. 547. On receipt of that telegram Lord Curzon had telegraphed on March 4 
to H.M. representatives in Rome (No. 78), Paris (No. 79), Constantinople (No. 110), 
and Athens (No. 34) stating that he had ‘urged March 2oth for commencement of dis- 


cussions’, 
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3. There is no doubt that both Yussuf Kemal Bey and the French High 
Commissioner are much put out by the action of the Central Government 
in sending Izzet Pasha independently to the Allied capitals. The French 
High Commissioner, whether from a desire to play up to the Nationalists 
or because he genuinely wishes to terminate the present duality in the 
Government of Turkey, worked hard to obtain authorisation for Yussuf 
Kemal to speak in the name of the Central Government and to dissuade 
that Government from despatching a mission of its own. His failure in both 
cases will not tend to improve his position. 

4. If I correctly appreciate the situation, Yussuf Kemal Bey’s visit to 
Constantinople has had the effect of somewhat stiffening the attitude of the 
Central Government in regard to the terms of a settlement. Yussuf Kemal 
Bey has dealt mainly with Izzet Pasha, and the latter may be expected to 
back him as far as he can properly do so, having regard to the desire of the 
Constantinople Government to get the credit for any concessions obtainable. 
It is certain that the attitude of the Turks as a whole must be largely influenced 
by the development of the military situation in Asia Minor within the next 
three or four weeks. The letter addressed to your Lordship by M. Gounaris, 
dated the 15th February,5 is very significant in this connection. Should the 
Greek army receive the order to evacuate Anatolia as speedily as possible, 
there will be no limit to the Kemalist pretensions, and a settlement which 
the Allies could accept with any self-respect will, in my opinion, become 
almost impossible. 

I have, &c., 
Horace RumMBOLD 


S See No. 529, n. 2. 


No. 551 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received March 13) 


No. 231 [E 2756/5 /44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, March 7, 1922 
My Lord, 

The Grand Vizier, who is now in charge of the Foreign Department 
during the absence of Izzet Pasha, called on me yesterday. 

2. His Highness began by recapitulating the attitude of the Angora 
Government last year when he transmitted an invitation to that Government 
to attend the conference in London. He also alluded to the manner in which, 
according to his own account, the mission under Bekir Sami Bey had got in 
touch with himself and had been guided by his advice throughout the confer- 
ence in London.' Tewfik Pasha said that he had always understood that the 
Constantinople Government was the only Government recognised by the 


1 See Vol. XV, Chap. IT. 
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Allies. Such being the case, he asked whether I would transmit to your 
Lordship the following proposal or suggestion, namely, that ‘any frontier 
rectifications’ and modifications of the Treaty of Sévres which your Lordship 
might be disposed to concede to the Turks might be made to Izzet Pasha’s 
mission, which represented the only legally constituted Government in 
Turkey. The Grand Vizier pointed out that this course would have the 
effect of strengthening the authority of the Constantinople Government, 
whereas if the concessions in question were made to Yussuf Kemal Bey’s 
mission they would only be the signal for still further demands from the 
Kemalists. 

3. It is clear that in making this proposal the Grand Vizier continued 
true to the plan which he has before now developed to me, namely, to secure 
an acceptable arrangement and then endeavour to work on Anatolia to 
accept it. Froma further remark which he let fall, to the effect that Izzet Pasha 
was not trained in the art of diplomacy, I infer that the two Ministers 
possibly do not see eye to eye at the present moment. Izzet Pasha has 
indeed seen a good deal of Yussuf Kemal Bey during the latter’s stay in Con- 
stantinople; he is anyhow moderate Nationalist in his views, and it may 
be that he is willing to go further than his chief. 

4. In reply to my enquiry as to whether Yussuf Kemal Bey had seen the 
Sultan, the Grand Vizier replied that he would tell me in confidence that 
such had been the case. He added that I was the only person to whom he 
had admitted that this interview had taken place. He said that Yussuf 
Kemal Bey had come to him with Izzet Pasha with a request to be received 
by the Sultan. The Grand Vizier had replied that the Sultan could certainly 
not receive Yussuf Kemal Bey in his capacity as Foreign Minister of the 
Angora Government, whereupon Yussuf Kemal Bey said that he wished to 
be received as one of His Majesty’s subjects. According to the Grand Vizier, 
Yussuf Kemal Bey gave His Majesty assurances of loyalty to his authority 
and person on the part of the Angora authorities. Tewfik Pasha denied that 
the Sultan had expressed an opinion one way or the other with regard to 
Yussuf Kemal Bey’s mission. 

5. I think the truth is probably that Yussuf Kemal Bey did take the 
initiative in asking for an audience of the Sultan, in order, if possible, to 
get His Majesty to say that he recognised the National Assembly, and thus 
to lend weight to his demand to be authorised to speak in the name of the 
Constantinople Government during his mission. 

6. The Grand Vizier made a casual allusion to the Enos—Midia line, and 
then developed the argument which I had already heard from Hamid Bey, 
the Nationalist agent here, that the retention by Greece of a tongue of 
territory between Bulgaria and Turkey would be a cause of future wars. I 
observed to his Highness that I did not believe that either Serbia or Roumania 
would acquiesce in Turkey being given a common frontier with Bulgaria. 
Such a settlement would reopen the Balkan question. The Grand Vizier 
suggested the possibility of an arrangement under which, in the event of 
Turkey and Bulgaria being given a common frontier, the frontier zones 
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might be demilitarised. I did not pursue this subject, as his suggestion 
struck me as not practicable. 
I have, &c., 
Horace RuMBOLD, 


No. 552 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received March 14, 9.30 a.m.) 


No. 156 Telegraphic [E 2850/27/44) 
CONSTANTINOPLE, March 13, 1922, 9.25 p.m. 


Mr. Lindley’s telegrams Nos. 78! and 80.? 

General headquarters telegram No. 16383 is that referred to as 1640 in my 
telegram No. 149.4 

I learn from Sir H. Lamb that news he has of moral[e] of Greek troops is 
bad and they appear disheartened and he fears that if Nationalists are ever 
in a position to press an attack home they will crumple. 

He also informs me there exists openly in Smyrna a ‘Committee for 
organizing the people of Asia Minor’ activities of which have called forth 
an official communiqué denying rumours current as to an (? extraordinary) 
levy tax and stating that since these rumours are disquieting and likely to 
arouse hostility against Greek occupation those who circulate them will be 
prosecuted. 

Sir H. Lamb appears to feel that ‘movement’ is largely talk and that 
its main danger is that adumbrated in Greek communiqué namely that 
it undermines confidence and alarms Moslem population. As previous 
experience has shown this element of alarm has been at the root of 
most excesses. 

Grand Vizier in conversation with me to-day adverted to Greek national 
defence movement and told me that 150 Greek officers had in the last day 
or two left Constantinople for Panderma and Smyrna. 


! Of March 11, not printed. 2 Of March 11, not printed. 

3 Not printed. General Harington’s telegram, dated March 3, ran as follows: ‘Colonel 
Condilis today paid further visit to my headquarters to report way Veniselist movement was 
progressing in Greek army of Anatolia. 

‘He states that General Papoulas has specially sent Colonel Sariyannis, sub-chief of the 
staff at Smyrna, who is now in Constantinople, to inform National Defence Greeks here 
that Papoulas has decided to throw in his lot with Veniselists and head Greek army in 
forcing early abdication of King Constantine. 

‘Army will refuse to leave Anatolia and will endeavour to establish in an orderly manner 
an independent and provisional regime on lines of Kemalist government. Greeks of 
America, Egypt and Levant will subscribe the necessary ninety million drachmae .. . per 
month. Loan has already been arranged in America by Meletios, the newly arrived patri- 
arch.’ 

4 Of March 9g, not printed. 
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Monsieur Sterghiades appears from Mr. Lindley’s telegram No. 78' to 
take a moderate view, which I am disposed to share, as to possibility of 
internal trouble in the Greek army in Asia Minor. At all events statements 
of Colonel Condilis’ should be received with greatest reserve. 

It is clear that any attempt to create an independent state in Asia Minor 
by a refusal of Greek army to evacuate could be defeated by a threat on 
our part to cut off sea-borne supplies. 

Mr. Lindley’s suggestion that a declaration should be (? made to) Mon- 
sieur Sterghiades and to patriarch would appear in former case to have been 
met to some extent by communiqué already issued by Greek high commis- 
sioner in Smyrna. In the latter, I feel that knowledge we possess of Monsieur 
Meletios’s activities is insufficient to allow me in absence of relations with 
him to take such a step. 

Should His Majesty’s Government be in favour of making a declaration 
of this nature could it not best be made as a reply to a question in Parlia- 
ment? 

This would be given widest publicity here.® 

Repeated to Athens No. 23. 

5 Leader of the Venizelist party in Constantinople. 

6 Mr. Osborne commented on March 15: ‘I do not like the Greek anxiety to pre-warn us 
of impending developments; it indicates the belief, which Mr. Lindley is anxious to dispel, 
that an anti-monarchist coup d’état would change our policy.’ 


No. 553 


Mr. Lindley (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewed March 17, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 92 Telegraphic [E 2954/76/44] 
ATHENS, March 16, 1922, 9 p.m. 


Minister for Foreign Affairs showed me a note from French legation this 
morning asking whether Greek men of war said to be cruising off Mersina 
had received orders not to interfere with French ships. Note requested 
definite answer yes or no. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs informed me that he was replying that men 
of war would be recalled and French vessels would not be touched. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs was very bitter and said that Mersina was 
now port through which Turks drew nearly all their supplies. 

French evidently intended to bring about military defeat of Greek army. 

I reminded Minister for Foreign Affairs that your note! admitting right 
of visit and search of British ships expressly stated that this concession did 
not prejudice views of other allied governments. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


t See No. 497. 
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No. 554 


Memorandum' of an Interview between the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
and Izzet Pasha 


[E 3087 /5/44) 
Secret FOREIGN OFFICE, March 16, 1922 


Lorp Curzon began by saying that the object for which he had desired 
to see His Highness was to bring to an end, if possible, the present disastrous 
war. He wished Izzet Pasha to realise that His Majesty’s Government had 
no feelings of hostility towards the Turkish Government, or people, or Islam. 
On the contrary, the Empire had a very large Moslem population, for which 
he himself had always had a particularly warm sympathy and respect. 

Unfortunately, this Empire cannot forget that Turkey was dragged by bad 
advice into war against it, and this Turkish participation had prolonged 
the war for two if not three years, and caused the loss of many millions of 
pounds and hundreds of thousands of lives. We had been victorious, but 
we were not anxious to be harsh in the hour of victory. His Highness must, 
however, realise that it was out of the question for the vanquished to dictate 
terms like victors. The Allies were entitled to take steps to prevent a recur- 
rence of such events and Turkey must pay the price of the error of 1914. 
We were, however, anxious to forget the past and to re-establish the Turkish 
Government and nation in a position of independence and strength, in 
which they could, on friendly terms with Great Britain, renew their national 
existence, and play a considerable part in Eastern politics. With this object 
we had joined with the Allies in drawing up the Treaty of Sévres. Since then, 
however, the situation had changed and the Treaty could no longer be put 
into operation in its original form. 

His Highness had been asked at his first interview to prepare an aide 
mémoire? giving the views of his Government in regard to the form that should 
be taken by the revision of this Treaty. Lord Curzon had read this paper 
with the greatest disappointment. It did not, in his view, contain bases on 
which the Powers could arrive at agreement. It contained, on the contrary, 
the most extreme and unacceptable forms of Turkish demands taken as a 
whole. Some conditions we should be able to accept, others could be dis- 
cussed, but some it would be impossible to agree to. Lord Curzon did not 
desire at this moment to go seriatim through the views put forward in the 
memorandum. He preferred to indicate certain fundamental principles on 
which he was sure that the Allied Powers would insist in arriving at a new 
agreement. 

To begin with Anatolia. The first of these was the safeguards that it 
will be necessary to secure for the protection of Christian and other minorities. 


t This memorandum was circulated (as C.P. 3857) for consideration by the Cabinet on 
March 20. 

2 Of March 11, not printed. Izzet Pasha had been seen on the day of his arrival in 
London, March g, by Lord Curzon. There is no record in the Foreign Office archives of 
the conversations of this first meeting. 


654 


His Highness knew well the strong feeling that existed in all civilised 
countries on this matter, and how heavy was the burden of blame believed to 
rest on the Turkish Government for the deportations and massacres in the 
past. The Powers could agree to no solution that rendered possible their 
repetition. It would, therefore, be necessary to introduce the most stringent 
precautions for the security of the minorities remaining in the hands of the 
Turkish Government in Asia Minor. At the same time, we were ready to 
admit that these guarantees should be reciprocal and should extend to the 
Turkish minorities in Greece or elsewhere. 

The second fundamental principle was the neutralisation of the Straits. 
The Powers would not consent again to put themselves in the position of 
allowing the Turks to shut the Dardanelles. Lord Curzon was certain that 
if the Turkish Government thought it could be left in possession of the 
entrance to the Straits and both shores of the Marmora, it would be greatly 
mistaken. 

There were two other important principles, obligations of honour which 
no country could honestly escape :— 


(1) The recognition of pre-war debts, and 
(2) The recognition of claims arising out of the war. 


There were two other considerations in His Highness’s memorandum on 
which he would say only a word in passing. On one of these points it would 
probably be possible in some way to meet the Turkish Government. On the 
other point it would not be possible. The first was the question of economic 
and financial capitulations. Lord Curzon hoped that in the new arrange- 
ments we might be able to secure a considerable measure of financial and 
economic independence for Turkey. At any rate he would do his best. 

On the second point, however, His Highness would find that the Powers 
would take a stern line, 1.e., in regard to the claim that the Turkish army 
should continue in future to be raised by conscription. It was impossible 
to make in favour of Turkey an exception not accorded to the other ex- 
enemy Powers. 

In regard to Smyrna Lord Curzon well understood the desire of the 
Turkish Government to recover control over their former possessions in 
Asia Minor, and to see the Greeks depart. His Highness must remember, 
however, that the Greeks had been invited to Smyrna by the Powers at 
Paris in 1919,3 that they had rendered considerable services to the Allies, and 
that there was a large Greek population in those regions. The Powers must 
have due regard for Greece, who held at present a large area in Asia Minor. 
An army of that size could not easily be disposed of. Lord Curzon had some 
time ago persuaded the Greeks to put themselves in the hands of the Allies.* 
He would be prepared to use his influence to bring about a peaceful and 
voluntary retirement of the Greeks from Asia Minor, on two conditions :— 
First, that this should form part of the general settlement; and, secondly, 
that we were satisfied as to the régime to be set up if the Greeks departed. 


3 See Vol. 1, No. 10, n. 7. 4 See No. 504. 
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This brought Lord Curzon to the particular point that he wished to put 
before His Highness. 

If fresh proposals of peace were to be usefully discussed, and if he was to 
use his influence with the Greek Government to induce them to carry out 
his advice in regard to evacuation, it was essential that hostilities should 
not meanwhile be resumed. If this should happen, all our labours would 
have been thrown away. It was a fundamental condition that neither party 
should fight again, and he did not believe that either party wished to fight 
again. No doubt this matter concerned the Representative of Angora more 
than His Highness, and the point would be repeated to Yussuf Kemal that 
afternoon.’ Lord Curzon must, however, repeat emphatically that if the 
proceedings at Paris were to be fruitful and result in the restoration of 
Anatolia and the peaceful retirement of the Greeks, it was indispensable 
that both parties should agree to an armistice and remain in their positions. 

Lord Curzon was quite willing, if both His Highness and Yussuf Kemal so 
desired, to see them both the next day. That was for the Turkish Representa- 
tives to decide. But, in any case, the foregoing suggestion would be commu- 
nicated to the French and Italian Governments, who would certainly share 
Lord Curzon’s view that the best guarantee of success would be the cessa- 
tion of hostilities during the discussion and until it has been ascertained 
whether peace is attainable or not. 

Izzet PasHa thanked Lord Curzon for the expression of his friendly 
feelings towards Islam. He agreed that Turkey had committed a grave 
political error in entering the war. She had been driven by fear of Russia; 
it was not a moral fault, and the price of it had already been paid by the 
loss of two-thirds of the Turkish Empire. Now Turkey desired to link up 
again with England, whom she could perhaps help more than she had hurt. 
Turkey, after all, had not hurt Great Britain so much as she had hurt Russia. 
It had never entered his head to dictate conditions. He had only wished to 
put forward the Turkish desires and claims. These were not unchangeable 
things, but, if the modifications in his programme went too far, the Con- 
stantinople Government could do nothing. 

In regard to minorities, Turkey had no desire to hurt them. Protective 
measures could no doubt be taken, but not of a character injurious to Turkish 
independence or calculated to excite undue aspirations and revolutionary 
tendencies among the minorities. These measures might be temporary, 
but not eternal. 

As to conscription, Turkey was not rich enough for voluntary service. 
There must be conscription for a few years at least. 

On the rest of the points he hoped that it would be possible to arrive at 
good results. Turkey was ready to neutralise the Straits, but could never 
live in safety at Constantinople if the Greeks were on the Marmora. 

In regard to the armistice, His Highness was in agreement; but Con- 
stantinople had not the force to order Angora. 

Lorp Curzon concluded the interview by expressing the hope that this 

5 See No. 555, below. 
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conversation had been useful and that His Highness would use his influence 
with his Government to make them realise that there were points on which 
the Powers could not give way. If the Turkish Government had the great 
fortune to recover Asia Minor they must be prepared to pay the price, and, 
in return, they must receive in a conciliatory spirit the proposals that Lord 
Curzon hoped would emanate from Paris in a short time. 


No. 555 


Memorandum! of an Interview between the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
and Yussuf Kemal Bey 


[E 3000/5 /44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, March 16, 1922 


Lorp Curzon began by saying that a year ago we had tried to arrive at 
an arrangement with Bekir Sami Bey? which had unfortunately failed. The 
conflict had recommenced and its cessation was more than ever desirable in 
everybody’s interest. It was for this reason that he himself had proposed 
the forthcoming meeting in Paris. It had seemed to him however useful to 
see His Excellency beforehand, as he had already seen Izzet Pasha.3 He 
had asked Izzet Pasha for his views and it was even more important to 
know the views of His Excellency. 

YussuF KeMAt Bey replied that the Turks were not making war for war’s 
sake: they desired a just and durable peace: their claims were known: they 
were only what the Prime Minister had said on January 5th 1918,4 and they 
were the principles for which the great war had been fought. His Government 
desired a Turkey populated in the majority by Turks, and independent. 
They only desired to live like other nations. They considered that there was 
no incompatibility between the vital interests of Turkey and those of the 
British Empire. On the contrary there was a great conformity between them. 
The solution of the Eastern question and the ensuing peace would serve the 
economic restoration of Europe. The National Assembly had instructed 
him to come to London to explain this and to find out the intentions of 
His Majesty’s Government in regard to peace. 

Lorp Curzon enquired whether, before speaking, Yussuf Kemal Bey 
desired to say anything of the views of the National Assembly on the matter. 

YussuF KEMAL Bey repeated that the National Assembly desired peace 
and Turkish sovereignty within its national limits. 

Lorp Curzon replied that His Excellency had stated the desires of the 
National Assembly in general terms. He had said that they desired peace 
with the aid of Great Britain and had dwelt on the conformity of interests 
and points of view of the two countries. There was, however, a point which 
disturbed Lord Curzon when he heard Yussuf Kemal Bey speak of this 


t See No. 554, n. 1. 2 See Vol. XV, Chap. IT. 3 See No. 554. 
4 See No. 603, n. 9, below. 
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conformity—in which Lord Curzon himself believed. That point was the 
close alliance between Angora and the Soviet Government. Lord Curzon 
knew the terms of the Treaty between Angora and Moscow’ and of the 
close relations, and supplies in money and arms that had been, and were 
being, received by Angora from the Soviet authorities. Knowing the funda- 
mental difference between the tenets of Bolshevism and the views of the 
majority of Turks, Lord Curzon was surprised that the Angora Government 
should be seeking and receiving assistance from those who were not ani- 
mated by friendly sentiments and whose principles of Government were as 
distasteful to Great Britain as to Turkey. How did His Excellency reconcile 
this conformity of interests with the facts to which Lord Curzon had referred ? 

YussuF KEMAL Bey replied that the Russo-Turkish Agreement should 
not be interpreted as hostile to the British Government. It was not a Treaty 
of alliance but of friendship. The Soviet Government had recognised the 
legitimate aspirations of the Turkish Government, but there was no aggres- 
sive article directed against anyone. It was a political Treaty but Turkish 
economic and social principles had not been sacrificed. Those doctrines 
were in conformity with the needs of the Turks and were not Bolshevist. 
There was no limitation on their power to make treaties with any other 
Power. This proved that the Treaty was in no way directed against Great 
Britain. 

Lorp Curzon said that he had listened with interest to His Excellency’s 
explanations. He had no desire to enter into the terms of the Treaty or to 
deprecate that the Government of Angora should receive recognition of its 
social and economic interests. But there was more than that. He would 
speak frankly. There was much sympathy in this country with Turkey and 
a desire to come to a Satisfactory arrangement, but there was also a strong 
feeling against the Soviet Government, its methods of propaganda, and its 
institutions. His Excellency had spoken only of the conditions of the Russo- 
Turkish Treaty not of the other and very important point regarding the 
large resources and military supplies which Angora continued to receive 
from Moscow. Many people in this country looked with apprehension on 
a situation by which Angora might conceivably use this assistance to turn 
its power directly against His Majesty’s Government, with whom it now 
professed its desire to establish good relations. We had information re- 
garding the massing of troops on the Southern frontier of Turkey towards 
Irak and Mosul. It would be unfortunate were there a suspicion that 
Angora might use these resources against territory in our occupation or 
under our Mandate. He would be glad to learn from His Excellency that 
Angora had no such intention. The British Government had no hostile 
intentions, but the chances of peace would be imperilled were we to learn 
that Angora thus fortified would be capable of renewing hostilities. 

YussuF KeMAt Bey replied that the Turks were waging a war of defence 
only. It was natural that to defend their national existence they should use 
means at their disposal, but only to obtain their legitimate desires. When 

5 See No. g1, n. 1. 
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these were satisfied these means would no longer be used. He did not know 
what was happening towards Irak, but any movements could only be move- 
ments of defence. When that defence was assured the movements would end. 

Lorp Curzon replied that His Excellency had stated that the Government 
of Angora only used these resources for defence, not for purposes of attack. 
Now the only forces that could attack Turkey were the Greek forces. Lord 
Curzon hoped that we might arrive at means to obviate this. The arms 
were therefore not wanted against the Greeks. It was out of the question 
that we should ourselves contemplate any invasion of or attack on those 
with whom we desire peace. Under these circumstances Lord Curzon 
regarded what His Excellency had said as a direct pledge against the use of 
these forces against His Majesty’s Government. This he understood to be 
the meaning of the statement just received from His Excellency. 

YussuF KEeMAL Bey replied that as soon as peace was concluded between 
Angora and His Majesty’s Government, the above-mentioned possibility 
would no longer exist. 

Lorp Curzon replied that that was not the same thing. What His 
Excellency was now saying was that unless peace was concluded on a basis 
satisfactory to Angora these forces might be turned against Great Britain. 
These were not conditions on which one could enter into negotiations. A 
much more explicit declaration was necessary. Lord Curzon desired to 
enter the Paris Conversations with every chance of success. If people in 
this country believed it possible that these forces might be used as an instru- 
ment of menace his hands would be tied and he would not be able to use 
his influence in the same manner as if he knew that the friendly intentions 
of the Turkish Government corresponded with friendly acts. 

YussuF Kemat Bey replied that there had never been any intention of 
making any threat but he thought that any undertaking must be reciprocal 
and if before the Conference began Turkey obtained the assurance that her 
legitimate desire would be satisfied, she would better be able to give the 
undertaking that Lord Curzon desired. If Lord Curzon could tell him that 
the peace desired by the Angora Government would be assured they could 
tell him that the eventualities referred to would not be possible. He added 
that the Turkish programme was well-known. 

Lorp Curzon replied that he would rely on His Excellency’s repeated 
assurances that these forces were only wanted for purposes of defence. If 
Angora infringed that undertaking and renewed hostilities with us we should 
resist with all the means in our power. That would be fatal to peace. He 
did not wish to prolong this part of the discussion as there were other 
subjects to be touched upon. Lord Curzon would, however, consider what 
His Excellency had said as being capable of no other interpretation. 

Yussuf Kemal Bey had asked him to state frankly the fundamental 
principles to which His Majesty’s Government attach importance. 

He would begin with Anatolia.¢ ... In conclusion, Lord Curzon observed 
that an armistice of course concerned Angora more than Constantinople. 

6 From this point the record is the same as that of No. 554, paragraphs 4-11. 
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If the former desired to see him enter into the forthcoming discussions 
with a prospect of arriving at a definite and peaceful result, the first step was 
that the Turkish Government should declare its willingness for an armistice. 
If this essential condition were fulfilled we could then examine the other 
points in question and cover all the ground. If the discussion was liable to 
be interrupted by a resumption of hostilities, this would be fatal and the 
chance of peace would be gone. The only way was to arrange for a cessation 
of hostilities. 

The French and Italian Governments would certainly give the same 
advice. 

Lord Curzon realised that of course His Excellency could only speak for 
the Turks. It would be necessary also to get the Greeks to agree. Lord 
Curzon hoped for success in this direction, but not unless there were a 
corresponding obligation from the Turks. 

YussuF KemAu Bey said that he could give no immediate answer to all 
this, but would be honoured to return later.’ 


7 A summary of this record and also of that contained in No. 554 was sent to Lord 
Hardinge (telegram No. 101) and to Sir R. Graham (telegram No. 86) on March 18, with 
the instruction : ‘Please communicate the substance of the above to the government to which 
you are accredited and request them in their conversations with the Turkish delegates to 
support suggestion of an armistice as first condition of successful mediation.’ The telegram 
was repeated to Constantinople as No. 131, and to Athens as No. 45. 


No. 556 


Memorandum! of an Interview between the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
and Yussuf Kemal Bey 


[E 3001 /5/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, March 18, 1922 


YussuF Kemau Bry remarked that at the previous meeting? in speaking 
of the fundamental principles of peace Lord Curzon had dwelt upon the 
safeguarding of minorities. The Angora government was strongly in favour 
of a solution that would satisfy world opinion and ensure tranquillity in its 
own country. They were ready to accept the idea of an exchange of popula- 
tions between the Greeks in Asia Minor and the Moslems in Greece. There 
had indeed been an agreement of this nature before the war.3 The Angora 
government was also ready to accept all the arrangements already made by 
other powers in other treaties of peace for the protection of minorities. 
His government had further made a new vilayet law* which allowed each 

1 This memorandum was circulated to the Cabinet. 2 See No. 555. 

3 Of July 5, 1914. See D. Pentzopoulos, The Balkan Exchange of Minorities and its Impact on 
Greece (The Hague, 1962), pp. 55-7. 

4 In a memorandum of March 19, Mr. Forbes Adam reported Yussuf Kemal Bey as 
saying at dinner on March 18 that the new vilayet law provided for representative councils 
with local self-government. Mr. Forbes Adam added: ‘He became rather vague when asked 
whether this law could really be applied and was being so applied.’ 
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vilayet a large measure of freedom in the administration of their own local 
affairs. This should be sufficient and should satisfy everyone, if acted upon 
with mutual goodwill. 

As to the Armenians, the relations of his government with that of Armenia 
were friendly. Two treaties had been concluded between them, those of 
Alexandropols and Kars.6 The first had been the result of war, but not the 
second which was made between two friendly countries. This treaty had 
solved the princip[al] questions between them. All the efforts of his govern- 
ment were bent towards eliminating enmity between Armenians and 
Moslems. Normal relations between these should thus be ensured. If more 
were attempted it would only create hostility between Moslems and 
Christians. 

Lorp Curzon said that His Excellency had spoken of an exchange of 
populations. No doubt something was possible in this direction but it was 
not a complete solution. The populations in question were too large. The 
Greek population in Asia Minor was somewhere near half a million. For 
physical reasons such a large number could not be entirely transported and 
for agricultural and commercial reasons many of them would be unwilling 
to go. The same would apply to the Moslem population in Greece. With 
all the goodwill in the world such a measure could not be a complete solu- 
tion, though it might assist. 

He had been glad to hear His Excellency speak of the friendly sentiments 
of the National Assembly towards the Armenians. He looked forward how- 
ever to a more precise demonstration of those sentiments than His Excellency 
had given to-day. The Armenians in the South were so afraid of the rule 
of Angora that when Cilicia was evacuated they ran away in thousands and 
took ship rather than remain. The Angora government had therefore not 
succeeded in persuading the Armenians of its friendship and protection. 
In the North, His Excellency had spoken of the treaties of Alexandropol 
and Kars. The Armenians had been turned out of the North-Eastern 
vilayets and driven back on territory belonging to Erivan, a small Armenian 
state under Soviet influence. When Bekir Sami Bey had been here last 
year, one of the conditions of a satisfactory settlement had been that the 
Turkish government should agree to add to Armenia certain territories 
hitherto containing a considerable Armenian population.” If Angora was 
animated by the friendly views just expressed, the best proof would be to 
take some districts round Kars and Ardahan and to add these to the Erivan 
state. There might thus be created a state to which the Armenians could 
resort, which would enjoy a substantial existence, and which would entertain 
friendly and grateful sentiments towards Turkey. Lord Curzon greatly 
hoped that the amicable disposition of Angora in this respect would not be 
mere paper, but a real contribution towards a solution of the Armenian 
question on the lines he had described. His Excellency knew that the 
Armenian question excited the warmest interest all over the civilised world, 


5 See Vol. XII, No. 643, n. 2. 6 See No. 454, n. 1. 
7 See Vol. XV, No. 26 and No. 53, Appendix 2. 
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as much in America as in Europe. Throughout the war the allied powers 
had pledged themselves to the creation and security of an Armenian state 
and they could not forget or abandon their pledges. He was sure that at 
Paris the French and Italian governments would feel equally bound to 
carry out their engagements and to do something tangible in this respect. 
Nothing would give him greater pleasure than to be able to say that His 
Excellency in preliminary conversations had indicated the willingness of 
his government to meet these views in the manner just explained. 

Yussur KEMAL Bey replied that the Sanjak of Kars and Ardahan had been 
taken from Turkey by Russia. In neither Sanjak had the majority ever been 
Armenian. Kars had always been a Turkish fortress and Turkish territory. 
In Ardahan the Armenians were extremely sparse. The solution suggested 
would only prejudice peace between the Turks and Armenians. The treaty 
of Kars was one made in a friendly spirit between Turkey and Armenia and 
should not now be changed. 

Lorp Curzon said that he did not now wish to determine the precise 
geographical areas that the government of Angora would be wise to transfer, 
but if that government was now uncompromising, the question was likely 
to be raised in Paris in a more disagreeable form and might provoke a less 
palatable demand for a similar solution in Cilicia or elsewhere. He had 
suggested that the government of Angora should take the initiative in pro- 
posing a fair plan. The question was certain to be raised in Paris and in 
their own interests and in that of peace the government of Angora would 
do well to listen to this advice. The question was not merely one of relative 
numbers. If that point was insisted upon Lord Curzon could turn it against 
the Turks. Take Aivali for instance. How many Turks did it contain? 
Would not His Excellency be disturbed if it was proposed that it should 
remain Greek because the Greeks there vastly outnumbered the Turks? 

YussurF Kemat Bey begged that His Majesty’s Government would not 
lose sight of the actual situation and of realities. With that he would pass 
to other questions. The Turkish government must be in security in their 
own capital against any coup-de-main. The Turks claimed fulfilment of 
the Prime Minister’s promises in regard to Thrace, Constantinople and 
Asia Minor, and they expected that His Majesty’s Government would keep 
their word. 


8 In a Foreign Office memorandum of December 9 which was used by Mr. Harmsworth, 
Parliamentary Under-Secretary for Foreign Affairs, when he answered Parliamentary 
Questions on December 16 (see 149 H.C. Deb. 5 s., cols. 263-6), the following comments were 
made: ‘... I can find no definite written assurance given by this country to any Armenians. 
There are on the record a number of public utterances of an indefinite character . . . and 
in the Treaty of Sevres we stipulated that the Armenians must be given a national home. 
This, as far as I can make out, is as far as the assurances have ever gone. . . . The French 
responsibility on the other hand is very definite because, apart from the fact that they have 
evacuated Cilicia, and have made no proper provision for the Armenians left behind, 
the French Government did in 1916 give a definite assurance to Boghos Nubar Pasha, the 
representative of the Armenians in Paris, to the effect that France agreed to give, in the 
event of the victory of the Allies, autonomy to Cilicia under French protection. . . .’ 
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Lorp Curzon retorted that this was not to the point. The Prime Minister 
had not made such a promise. Yussuf Kemal Bey was alluding to conditions 
proposed if Turkey voluntarily abandoned hostilities against the allies. 
Turkey had not done so. The conditions therefore had long ceased to apply. 

YussuF KEMAL Bry admitted this but said that none the less the realities 
remained and the regions in question were Turkish. Mr. Lloyd George had 
recognised this and the principle of nationality had been one of the objects 
of the war. Turkey must, therefore, be for the Turks. Lord Curzon had 
also spoken of the Turkish army. Turkey could not pay for a voluntary 
army and her geographical situation made it indispensible for her to have 
one. Her case was not comparable with that of the other ex-enemy countries. 
He repeated that he had come to London to learn the true intentions of 
His Majesty’s Government, what were their final conditions of peace, and 
how could the community of interests between the two countries be realised? 

Lorp Curzon replied that he thought he had answered this at the previous 
meeting when he indicated the conditions to which His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment attached importance. The decision would, of course, have to be taken 
by the allies together, but he expected the French and Italian governments 
to take the same views as those which he had expressed. On one point he 
had laid particular stress but His Excellency had not yet referred to it. 
Yussuf Kemal Bey had spoken of his desire to re-establish peace. Lord 
Curzon shared that desire. But who had taken any steps to this end? Who 
but His Majesty’s Government? Lord Curzon had sent for the Greeks and 
had asked them to accept his advice. The Greeks had known that this 
advice might involve the evacuation of Asia Minor and the cessation of 
hostilities. Nevertheless they had agreed to put themselves in his hands.9 
If Lord Curzon was to use his influence towards peace, an armistice was 
the first step. He was prepared so to inform the Greek government and he 
hoped that His Excellency would have come to-day to tell him his views 
in response to this proposition. His Excellency, however, had said nothing. 

YussuF KeMAL Bey replied that this was a new proposal. He could not 
answer before referring to his government. Could not the conference at 
Paris make this its preliminary proposal? The first decision of that confer- 
ence should be the evacuation of Asia Minor by the Greeks. 

Lorp Curzon replied that the allies were going to Paris to discuss the 
question of peace as a whole. He would on no account propose evacuation 
as an isolated measure. Evacuation was moreover a big question and would 
take months to carry out. How was it possible, if meanwhile the armies 
recommenced fighting? An armistice was obviously a preliminary necessity. 
Had His Excellency referred this to his Government? 

YussuF KeMAL Bey replied that he had written. He wished however to 
recall what happened at the London conference last year.!° The Greek 
government had ignored it and had gone on fighting. 

Lorp Curzon pointed out that the undertaking must of course be 
reciprocal. He expected no more of the Turks than of the Greeks. He would, 

9 See No. 504. 10 See Vol. XV, Chap. IT. 
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however, as[k] His Excellency not to write but to telegraph to his govern- 
ment. Lord Curzon would like to be able to say on the first day of the con- 
ference that he had asked both Angora and Athens to agree to an armistice 
and that both had done so. The conference could then begin with a good 
chance of success. 

YussuF Kemat Bey replied that as Lord Curzon proposed it he would 
telegraph, but he hardly thought this action just. Why had not this proposal 
been pushed last year? Because the Greek army was then strong? Now it 
would be only fair to tell both sides that the Greek army would go. The 
Turks did not want further bloodshed. Why then defer this decision? 

Lorp Curzon answered that His Excellency had apparently not quite 
understood. He had said that he would use his influence at Paris to induce 
the Greek government to evacuate as a first condition of a general settle- 
ment and he thought that the French and Italian governments would share 
his view. But it was a preliminary necessity that the fighting should not 
recommence. The necessity for an armistice had not arisen last year because 
the two armies were not then in contact but were separated by many scores 
of miles. | 

YussuF KEMAL Bey proposed that the conference should begin its labours 
by declaring its decision on evacuation. 

Lorp Curzon repeated that the conference could not deal with the 
Eastern question piecemeal. He would tell the conference what had passed 
and it would create a painful impression if His Excellency made no response, 
especially if the Greek government accepted. Yussuf Kemal Bey seemed to 
be under the impression that His Majesty’s Government were not impartial. 
This was quite wrong. Lord Curzon had always refused to give encourage- 
ment or assistance to the Greeks. His advice was, therefore, disinterested 
and it was as a friend of His Excellency’s country that he must ask him to 
communicate with the government of Angora and to try to begin the con- 
ference with the required assurance. If Lord Curzon was to tell the confer- 
ence that his discussions with His Excellency had not advanced a yard, it 
would be a bad omen. 

YussuF KeMAL Bey repeated that he would communicate with his govern- 
ment, but he begged Great Britain to show Turkey some proof of justice. 
Such a proof would be a decision upon evacuation at the outset of the 
conference. 

Lorp Curzon said again that he was prepared to advocate this step as 
the first part of the proceedings as a whole. Meanwhile His Excellency 
should telegraph at once so as to have an answer by Wednesday morning. 

YussuF KEMAL Bey said that the conference would last five days. During 
that time Lord Curzon could be sure that there would be no hostilities. 

Lorp Curzon answered that it was not a question of five days only. When 
the conference had reached its decisions they would have to be communi- 
cated and both sides would have to be heard. They would probably be 
invited to a full conference. During this necessary interval there must be 
no hostilities or all possibility of peaceful negotiation would vanish. 
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YussuF KEMAL Bey replied that during this interval the Greeks would 
be still in the country and it would suffer accordingly. 

Lorp Curzon said that surely Turkey’s first interest was to get the Greeks 
out without further loss. Lord Curzon could manage that, but not if the 
Turks went on fighting. 

YussuF KeMAL Bey thanked Lord Curzon and said that he would do all 
he could to assist him. But if Lord Curzon could do as he said why not 
begin by doing it? 

Lorp Curzon once more repeated that the conference would insist on 
dealing with the Eastern question as a whole. 

The conversation then ended." 


1! The substance of this record (and also that contained in No. 557, below) was com- 
municated by Lord Curzon on March 19 to Lord Hardinge (telegram No. 102) and to 
Sir R. Graham (telegram No. 87). These telegrams concluded as follows: ‘Situation closely 
resembles that which was presented last year when Tewfik Pasha and Bekir Sami Bey 
represented the two factions. 

‘General result is that only by absolute unity between the three Great Powers will any 
effective solution be found. 

‘Izzet Pasha goes to Paris tomorrow: Yussuf on Monday night. 
‘Please communicate to French/Italian Government substance of this telegram.’ 


No. 557 


Memorandum' of an Interview between the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
and Izzet Pasha 


[E 3001 /5/44) 
FOREIGN OFFICE, March 19, 1922 


Izzet Pasna said he had little to add to his previous conversation.? His 
government desired the friendship of Great Britain, but, if they could not 
obtain conditions more or less in conformity with the national desires, no 
result was possible, even if his government was to sign anything that we 
told them. He quoted the example of Ferid’s Cabinet. 

Lord Curzon had said that some points of Izzet’s programme could be 
accepted, and Izzet Pasha was grateful to hear this. Others Lord Curzon 
had said could be discussed; the Turkish government was ready. Others 
Lord Curzon had declared could not be granted; the Turkish government 
was always ready for a compromise, but, if the British government de- 
parted too far from the Turkish desiderata, a solution was impossible. 
The situation was in British hands. 

In regard to the Marmora, Izzet Pasha said that he himself was deeply 
engaged, and he repeated that if the Greeks had a port there it was impossible 
for the Turks to live at Constantinople. They would accept a commission 


! This memorandum was circulated to the Cabinet. 2 See No. 554. 
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for the Straits and any practical arrangements to ensure freedom, but they 
could not accept the Greeks as the guardians of the Dardanelles. 

In regard to the Turkish army, arrangements might be made later for 
a force on a voluntary footing, but not at once. The figures fixed in London; 
for the Turkish army would, on a voluntary basis, absorb two-thirds of the 
Turkish budget. The Turkish population too was inflamed with the idea 
that the Powers wished to keep the country in a state of permanent debility. 
Izzet Pasha therefore proposed that some such clause as the following should 
be accepted :— 

‘Until the Turkish budget can support the voluntary system conscription 
will be permitted.’ 

Lorp Curzon said that he had hoped His Highness would to-day have 
been able to indicate the willingness of his government to accept the con- 
ditions discussed at their previous meeting. Lord Curzon’s task at Paris 
would have been easier if he had been able to say that he had had three 
conversations with His Highness and that the Turkish government recog- 
nised the justice of the case he had put forward. His Highness had been 
informed at the previous meeting that Lord Curzon was ready to use his 
influence with the Greek government with a view to the cessation of hos- 
tilities and a withdrawal from Asia Minor. To effect this without further 
fighting was surely an enormous advantage to Turkey. Lord Curzon noted 
with disappointment that His Highness said nothing of this. His Highness had 
repeated his two points about the Marmora and the Turkish army, but he 
had not enabled Lord Curzon to speak more definitely at Paris about the 
Constantinople point of view as a whole. Lord Curzon himself had no change 
to make in the propositions put forward at their previous meeting. He would, 
however, beg His Highness in the interests of peace to consider these sug- 
gestions and to remember that they mark a considerable advance in the 
direction of peace. It was surely a very great advantage for the Turks to 
gain their principal object without further effort and loss, and, in view of 
this, the Turkish government should not adopt an uncompromising attitude 
on the other points. 

IzzeET PasHa said that in regard to the armistice he would write to his 
government to do all they could. Constantinople was already in a state of 
armistice with the Greeks. As to the other points under discussion, his 
government wished to be accommodating. Constantinople had no strength 
to refuse what might be imposed, but, if the conditions were too hard, even 
their acceptance was useless. If the conditions were moderate the govern- 
ment of Constantinople could be a factor for ensuring peace in the East. 
In the contrary event, they had no force either against the Powers or against 
the Nationalists. 


3 See Vol. VII, No. 45, minute 1 and No. 65, minute 2. 
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No. 558 


Lord Hardinge (Parts) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recetved March 20, 5 p.m.) 


No. 162 Telegraphic [E 3093/5 /44] 


PARIS, March 20, 1922, 1.40 p.m. 

My telegram No. 161.! 

Monsieur Poincaré informs me that he will discuss question of armistice 
with Your Lordship and Monsieur Schanzer on Wednesday and, should 
he see Izzet or Yussuf Kemal before that date, he will support your sug- 
gestion as to its desirability. 

I think Monsieur Poincaré probably sent this message before he was 
aware of substance of your telegram No. 102,? which has duly been com- 
municated to him. 

1 Of March 19, not printed. This referred to Foreign Office telegram No. 101 (see 
No. 555, n. 7) and stated: ‘Monsieur Poincaré who was not available today will reply as 
soon as possible on Monday morning to your request for French support of your suggestion 


as to agreement for armistice.’ 
2 Not printed. See No. 556, n. 11. 


No. 559 


Sir R. Graham (Rome) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recetved March 21, 11.30 a.m.) 


No. 150 Telegraphic [E 3147/5/44] 


ROME, March 20, 1922, 4 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 86.! 

I communicated to Minister for Foreign Affairs substance of above 
yesterday morning. He left for Paris yesterday afternoon so I would suggest 
that His Majesty’s Ambassador should be instructed to communicate to 
him substance of your telegram No. 87? received today. I am informing 
Secretary General of Ministry for Foreign Affairs of contents of latter 
telegram and of suggestion I am now making to Your Lordship. 


' See No. 555, n. 7. 2 See No. 556, n. 11. 
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CHAPTER IV 


Conversations in Paris between British, French, and 
Italian representatives 
March 22-6, 1922 


No. 560 


Minutes of the First Meeting of Foreign Ministers at the Quai d’Orsay at 
1.30 p.m., March 22, 1922 (Received at the Foreign Office, March 25) 
[E 3274/5/44] 

PRESENT: France: M. Poincaré, M. de Peretti de la Rocca, M. Bargeton.! 
Great Britain: The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston, Mr. R. G. Van- 
sittart, Mr. E. G. Forbes Adam. 
Italy: Signor Schanzer, Marquis Visconti-Venosta, Signor Gua- 
riglia.? 
INTERPRETER: M. Camerlynck. 


There were also present for the discussion of the armistice proposals :— 


Marshal Foch. General Sir C. Harington. 
General Gouraud. Colonel Heywood.3 
General Weygand. General Marietti.+ 


M. Poincaré began by asking Lord Curzon to open the proceedings. 


Communications to the Press. 


Lorp Curzon said that he wished first to ask M. Poincaré and Signor 
Schanzer that no communications should be made to the press except such 
as might be agreed at the end of each meeting. 

M. Poincare and SicNor SCHANZER both agreed. 


Armistice. 
Lorp Curzon then referred to the proposal for an armistice between 
the belligerents in Asia Minor, which he had already mentioned to his French 


and Italian colleagues, and as a personal proposal of his own to the two 
Turkish delegations in London.’ The moment seemed favourable; there had 


! Assistant head of the section dealing with Asia in the French Ministry for Foreign 
Affairs. 

2 Head of the European Near Eastern Department in the Italian Ministry for Foreign 
Affairs. 

3 Lieut.-Colonel T. G. G. Heywood was Secretary to the Directing Committee of Generals 
of the Military Inter-Allied Commission of Control and Organization at Constantinople. 

4 Italian Representative on the Allied Military Committee of Versailles. 


5 See Nos. 554, 555, 559, 557- 
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been no fighting for some time on the line taken up by the two forces at the 
end of last summer in front of Afium Karahissar—Eskishehr. The Greeks had 
already placed themselves in the hands of the Allies.6 If the evacuation of 
Asia Minor, on which, subject to a satisfactory general settlement, there was 
general agreement, was to be peaceably carried out, there must be first an 
immediate cessation of hostilities and then a retirement of the Greek forces 
in successive stages (the Greek press spoke of this taking eight months—the 
Allied generals at Constantinople seemed to think four to four and a half 
months would be sufficient). From the Greek, the Turkish and the Allied 
point of view the proposal was advantageous and the first essential step 
towards a general peace. The Greeks would require security that in retiring 
they were not going to be molested. The Turks should realise that they were 
going to secure the object of their campaign in Asia Minor without any 
renewal of hostilities and without danger of the country being laid waste by 
the retiring Greek forces. The only object of the Allies was to be impartial 
towards Greece and Turkey and to secure a peace as soon as possible. Nothing 
could be more unfortunate than a renewal of hostilities. 

Lord Curzon therefore suggested that an identical telegram should be 
sent both to Constantinople and Angora and to Athens, and he submitted 
a draft (see Annex I to these minutes). 

Lord Curzon drew particular attention to the armistice clause in his draft, 
which stipulated that no movement of troops to or from the theatre of war 
should take place. This would apply to both parties, but was more important 
to the Turks than to the Greeks. If the Turks refused the armistice terms, 
the Greeks, feeling that they must eventually evacuate, but uncertain as to 
the date, might rush their troops to the sea, ship them to Thrace, thus 
consolidating their position there and possibly threatening Constantinople, 
should the Allies show signs of retiring. This would be precluded by the 
clause preventing the movement of troops. 

Lord Curzon also raised the question of the period of the armistice. His 
military advisers had suggested ninety-two days. Lord Curzon thought this 
was perhaps too long and that six weeks might be sufficient, but he would be 
particularly glad to hear the views of M. Poincaré and Signor Schanzer on 
the subject. 

M. Poincaré had expressed doubts to him as to whether the Turks would 
accept the armistice; Lord Curzon was equally doubtful about the Greeks. 
Much would depend upon the advice given by M. Poincaré to the Turks 
with whom he was in closer contact than Lord Curzon, and on the advice 
to be given by Lord Curzon to the Greeks. Lord Curzon put forward the 
proposal in any case as in his opinion the first essential step towards peace. 
Without an armistice the work which the Allies were undertaking might be 
destroyed at any moment. 

M. Porncaré said that he had already briefly expressed his point of view 
to Lord Curzon that morning. He was afraid that the Turks would not 
accept an armistice proposed by other Powers than Greece. In any case, he 

| 6 See No. 504. 
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feared that the draft in its present form would prove inacceptable, as it 
contained no guarantee to the Turks that Anatolia was to be evacuated. It 
was essential that the three countries should not court a refusal, and he there- 
fore suggested that the draft should be amended to cover this particular point. 
SIGNOR SCHANZER said that he thought M. Poincaré was merely making 
a distinction between the principle of the armistice and its details. He was 
prepared to accept the principle, subject to further discussion of details. 
Lorp Curzon, referring to M. Poincaré’s doubts as to the Turkish accep- 
tance of the armistice, pointed out that the Allies should not be guided in their 
attitude by their respective views as to the response likely to be accorded to 
their proposal. They had already met with refusals in dealing with this 
question in the past. They might have more in front of them, but the 
responsibility for the peace of Europe and of the world rested on their 
shoulders, and they must take risks in doing what they thought right. If the 
Greeks accepted the armistice and the Turks refused, the latter would lose 
in the eyes of the world, and would find the attainment of a satisfactory peace 
ultimately more difficult in consequence. Lord Curzon was, however, pre- 
pared to meet M. Poincaré’s criticism regarding the evacuation of Anatolia 
by the Greeks. He would first point out, however, that the Turks already 
know perfectly well from their conversations with Lord Curzon in London 
that an armistice was intended to be preliminary to a peaceful evacuation 
of Anatolia by the Greeks. He therefore suggested that something like the 
following should be inserted in the preamble to the British proposal :— 


‘In transmitting their proposals to the Governments concerned, the 
three Ministers make the following proposal with a view to enable them to 
make recommendations for the peaceful evacuation of Asia Minor.’ 


Such a formula would go a long way to show the main objects of the Allies. 
He trusted that with that addition M. Poincaré might be able to give his 
support to the proposal as a whole. Indeed, M. Poincaré had given the 
British Ambassador in Paris to believe that he favoured the principle of an 
armistice when first proposed by Lord Curzon.” There could be nothing 
more unfortunate than that this natural and necessary measure should be 
proposed at the first meeting of the Foreign Ministers and that France alone 
should raise objection to it. 

M. Poincare said that it was quite true that he had told Lord Hardinge 
not only that he accepted an armistice in principle, but that he would tell 
the Turkish delegation so semi-officially. He was in agreement with Lord 
Curzon and Signor Schanzer on the question of principle; it was only a 
matter of form. He accepted the addition proposed by Lord Curzon. 

Lorp Curzon raised the question whether the reference to the evacuation 
of Asia Minor should be made in the preamble or in the form of a communica- 
tron verbale. 

M. Porncare thought the latter would be difficult of execution, especially 
in the case of Angora, and that it should be made in writing. 


7 See No. 558. 
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Lorp Curzon then proposed the following formula :— 


‘The Foreign Ministers of the three Great Powers assembled at Paris 
with a view to re-establish the peace of the Near East and to be in a position 
to make recommendations for the evacuation of Asia Minor without further 
destruction of life and property feel it to be their first duty to propose an 
immediate suspension of hostilities to the Governments concerned. 


“The terms of the proposed armistice might be as follows:—’ (For the 
rest of the proposal, see Annex I.) 


M. PorncaRE suggested a change to the words ‘with a view to secure the 
evacuation.’ 

Lorp Curzon pointed out that a number of points had to be decided 
before so definite a statement as to evacuation could be made. 

M. Poincare then suggested that the word ‘propose’ before the words ‘an 
immediate suspension of hostilities’ should be strengthened, and the words 
‘strongly to recommend’ were agreed upon. 

M. Poincaré raised an objection to the word ‘immediate’ as likely to 
‘froisser’ the extreme nationalists in Turkey. 

Lorp Curzon pointed out that it was essential to secure an armistice at 
once; that the formula had already been modified to meet the Angora point 
of view, and that to forestall delay and bargaining by Turkey the Allies 
ought to say firmly what they meant to say. 

M. Poincaré said that he was only anxious to secure the success of Lord 
Curzon’s proposal. He was afraid that the French Government had not the 
influence on the Turkish Government which Lord Curzon had suggested at 
an earlier stage, whatever influence Lord Curzon might be able to bring to 
bear on the Greeks. He then waived his point. 


(The Allied military experts then entered.) 


Lorp Curzon proposed that the military experts should examine the 
precise terms of the armistice attached to his proposal, but before they did so 
it would be necessary to discuss further the duration of the armistice period, 
as to which his colleagues had not expressed an opinion. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER suggested that ninety-two days was not long enough. 

M. Porncare raised the question of procedure. It would be necessary, first, 
to discuss the essential conditions of peace; secondly, to work them out at 
Constantinople. This would take a long time. 

Lorp Curzon pointed out that it would not be possible to begin the 
evacuation of Asia Minor until the Greeks and Turks had agreed to the 
general conditions upon which it was to take place. The Constantinople 
Conference which was to elaborate the latter should therefore be held as 
soon as possible after the present meeting of the three Foreign Ministers. 

GENERAL WEYGAND suggested that a long period would in these circum- 
stances be necessary. 

M. Porncaré said that it was important not to confuse the period of the 
armistice and the period of peace conditions. He himself thought that the 
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procedure at Versailles had been a mistake, and that it would have been 
better to have had an armistice, a preliminary treaty of peace and a final 
treaty as after the war of 1870. In the present case the period of the armistice 
should be long enough to enable evacuation to take place during it and before 
the final treaty was made. © 

Lorp Curzon agreed with M. Poincaré as to the three stages. There 
should first be an armistice, then preliminary conditions drawn up at Paris 
upon the acceptance of which by both parties evacuation could begin. These 
would be elaborated at Constantinople and the final peace treaty completed 
by a sitting of the Supreme Council. 

M. Poincare and SIGNOR SCHANZER agreed. 


(The military experts then retired to discuss the terms of the armistice.) 


M. Poincare observed that the telegram should be sent off as soon as 
possible, as time would have to be given for Mustapha Kemal to obtain the 
assent of the Grand National Assembly. 


Tripartite Agreement and Italy. 


S1GNOR SCHANZER asked that he might at this point make a declaration 
regarding Italy’s position. His country, like France and Great Britain, desired 
peace as soon as possible and a cessation of the Greco-Turkish hostilities, but 
vital Italian interests were at stake. Italy had been promised the mainten- 
ance of the equilibrium between the three Allies in the Mediterranean by 
article 9 of the Treaty of London 1915.8 As a consequence, the agreement 
of S. Jean de Maurienne had been made in 19179 giving Italy a zone in 
Anatolia, including Smyrna. The Tripartite Agreement!® of August 1920 
had taken the place of the latter and the financial clauses of the Treaty of 
Sévres (particularly article 239) enabled the Tripartite Agreement to be 
applied. If the financial clauses were modified—in particular, if the Finan- 
cial Commission were not given a real control over concessions—Italy, with 
a new and more independent Turkey, would find herself in a worse economic 
position in Turkey than before the war. Italy must therefore insist that the 
Allies should require Turkey to accept such a control over concessions in the 
new treaty. Just as France insisted on Turkey providing from other revenues 
for any deficit in the existing revenues assigned to the service of the pre-war 
debt, and just as British experts are understood to want a financial control 
over Turkey for the payment of war debts, so Italy must insist on a control 
over concessions without being intransigent as to its mechanism. The Debt 
Council might be kept, strengthened and reconstructed, and the Financial 
Commission as such disappear. Signor Schanzer then proposed a formula 
(see Annex 2) to take the place of article 239 of the Treaty of Sévres, and 
asked that the Allies should accept it as a preliminary to any further discussion. 

8 For the text, see Cmd. 671 of 1920. 


9 For an English text of this Agreement (April 19-21, 1917) see Vol. IV, pp. 640-2 and 
for the French text, see Ministero degli affari esteri, Trattati e convenzioni. .. (Rome), vol. 


xxiii, pp. 467-9. 
10 See No. 17, n. 4. 
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Without satisfaction on this vital point he could not defend his Government’s 
position before the Italian Parliament. 

M. PorncarE appreciated Signor Schanzer’s argument, but thought it 
would be impossible to reach the desired object of the Conference if at this 
stage each Ally was to press its own particular national interest. For the rest, 
Signor Schanzer overrated the extent to which France was benefiting from 
the Turkish settlement. All the Allies had been disillusioned by the course 
of events in Turkey. Northern Syria, and in particular Aleppo and Alex- 
andretta, were in desperate straits owing to the war in Cilicia and the 
Kemalist attitude. In any case, it was necessary to examine the essential 
question first, especially the stoppage of war in Anatolia. Each Government 
would reserve its final acceptance of the revised terms as a whole until they 
were ready for signature. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER Said that the mandates received by France and Great 
Britain were a real advantage. Italy had no counter-benefit, and Italian 
public opinion insisted upon the Allies securing such for Italy. They must 
give her the practical application of economic priority under the Tripartite 
Agreement in her zone. 

Lorp Curzon sympathised with Signor Schanzer’s position, but the Con- 
ference could not invert their order of procedure. He was about to propose 
that plans for the evacuation of Anatolia should be considered by the military 
experts, and that the Conference should then proceed to discuss other vital 
questions in the settlement, e.g., the future administration of Smyrna, the 
Straits, &c. The question of the precise powers and functions of the Financial 
Commission would come later, and must be exhaustively considered by 
experts in the first instance. He would further point out that the Tripartite 
Agreement, which had been specially designed to satisfy French and Italian 
commercial interests, was an agreement between the three Powers against 
competition in each other’s zones (England, as a matter of fact, asked for no 
zone), not an agreement with Turkey. As a matter of fact, Turkey would 
not accept the application of the Tripartite Agreement in the way proposed 
under the Sévres settlement, and its essence must be obtained in another way. 
This was first a matter for the experts, who could sit at once while the con- 
ference continued, and the Italian case would be taken up at a later stage. 
Lord Curzon trusted that Signor Schanzer would collaborate on these condi- 
tions in the solution of the more vital questions before the conference. For 
the rest, Lord Curzon entirely agreed with M. Poincaré that neither France 
nor Great Britain had gained from the Turkish settlement. Both were find- 
ing their mandates burdens to which, in the case of the British mandates, 
Italy was welcome. 

M. Porncare desired to reserve France’s attitude towards the question of 
the Debt Council and the financial clauses for which technical preparation 
was necessary. Both France and Great Britain, however, were ready to 
accept the Tripartite Treaty as between the three Powers as in complete force, 
and to apply it as loyally as possible, but the form of application must be 
made acceptable to Turkey. 
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SIGNOR SCHANZER urged that the question was not technical but vital for 
Italy, so could not be deferred. His formula did not touch the sovereignty of 
Turkey. 

M. Poincare pointed out that the formula made the Financial Com- 
mission permanent, because the control was to be permanent. His own idea 
was that the Debt Council, in any case, should remain intact, and not be 
merged in the Commission. 

Lorp Curzon again pointed out that Signor Schanzer was endeavouring 
to reverse the usual procedure of all previous conferences. He quite realised 
Signor Schanzer’s point that the application of the Tripartite Agreement 
was of prime political importance to Italy, but its application must in the first 
place be examined by the experts. Incidentally the formula proposed by 
Signor Schanzer went much further than the mere application of the Tri- 
partite Agreement. It [s]ought to control the grant of Turkish concessions 
everywhere, not only in the French and Italian zones. While it was essential 
that their deliberations should not be suspended while the experts met, Lord 
Curzon declared himself ready to assure Signor Schanzer that he would do 
his best to obtain for Italy the substance of the Tripartite Agreement in the 
new treaty. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER trusted that Lord Curzon’s declaration might be inter- 
preted in the sense that Italy would be satisfied in the way which she desired. 
For the rest, he did not ask, for the present, more than that his formula 
should be submitted at once to the experts, although he must make all 
reservations as to Italy’s satisfaction on this point being subordinated to her 
acceptance of the treaty as a whole. 


Evacuation of Anatolia. 


Lorp Curzon proposed that the detailed plan, with maps prepared by 
the Allied Generals at Constantinople, for the evacuation of Anatolia! 
should be at once examined by the Versailles Committee under Marshal 
Foch. Evacuation would involve acceptance and collaboration by the Greeks 
and abstention by the Turks. Cordial co-operation of the Allied military 
authorities and the presence of officers of the three countries would be essential 
for this difficult task. 


Armistice Proposals. 


(The Allied military experts returned at this stage, and General Weygand 
read the armistice proposals as redrafted by the experts (see Annex 3 for 
final text.)) 

M. Porncar~E and MARSHAL Foc suggested that the functions of the 
central commission and sub-commission in article 4 should be extended to 
look after the local population, and prevent pillage and massacre, &c., in 
which the Greeks might indulge as a prelude to evacuation. 


™ A copy of this evacuation scheme, dated February 25, was communicated to Lord 
Curzon by the War Office in their letter of March 17, not printed. 
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Lorp Curzon pointed out that there were two distinct questions—the 
armistice on the existing line, with a special commission to see to its execu- 
tion, and evacuation by slow stages, under the supervision of a new and 
larger commission, in which perhaps the Armistice Commission might merge. 
The Armistice Commission should not assume large responsibilities over a 
wide area. Incidents of the kind feared by Marshal Foch were unlikely in 
any case to occur. 

The conference finally agreed to meet Marshal Foch’s points by the addi- 
tion of a sentence to article 4 (see text as finally agreed upon in Annex 3). 
After some discussion the word ‘arbitrage’ was accepted instead of ‘déci- 
sions’ in article 5 as more palatable to both Turks and Greeks. The text was 
then accepted. 


Question of Communication to Greeks and Turks. 


M. Poincare suggested that the armistice proposal should be communi- 
cated at once to the representatives of the two Turkish Governments and to 
the Greek Government through their respective official representatives in 
Paris. None of the Allies had representatives at Angora. France had not 
sent one as the agreement of October with Angora!? was in no sense a treaty 
of peace. 

Lorp Curzon said that on previous occasions, such as that of a joint 
communication by the Supreme Council to the Dutch Government regard- 
ing the ex-Kaiser of Germany,'3 the President of the conference telegraphed 
the decision to his Minister in the country, whose Government was being 
addressed, and instructions were sent to the other two Ministers to make a 
collective representation. 

M. Poincare pointed out that this was not a meeting of the Supreme 
Council, but only an informal meeting of Foreign Ministers. There was no 
formal chairman. 

It was finally agreed that the proposal should be signed by the three Foreign 
Ministers and telegraphed by the French Foreign Office to Athens and to 
Constantinople. The British and Italian delegations would telegraph the text 
to their representatives, with instructions to make a joint communication." It 
was also agreed to communicate the text of the proposal at once to the press. 


Smyrna. 

Lorp Curzon then raised the question of the future régime at Smyrna 
after evacuation had taken place. Before discussing possible alternative 
forms of régime, it was necessary to decide whether Turkey was to be allowed 


12 See No. 423, n. 2. 

13 See Vol. II, No. 73, Appendix 2, and No. 76, Appendix B. 

14 Lord Curzon’s instructions to Mr. Lindley and Sir H. Rumbold (in unnumbered 
telegram of March 22 from Paris) ran as follows: ‘My en clair telegram of today [see Annex 
3] is a message which has been sent to your French colleague with instructions to concert 
with you and your Italian colleague in communicating it to the Greek Government/Con- 
stantinople Government and Angora Government, and to obtain an answer as soon as 
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to return to unfettered control over the Smyrna area, or whether some safe- 
guards after the return of Turkish sovereignty would be required. Lord 
Curzon thought that the former course was inacceptable. The French Govern- 
ment in their proposals of the 27th January's had proposed a special régime 
for the municipality of Smyrna on the lines of Alexandria, but the latter was 
primarily designed to give representation to the foreign commercial interest. 
In the case of Smyrna it was not only a question of the interests of merchants 
in the town, but of the protection of the population of a large locality. There 
were some 100,000 Greeks in Smyrna, some 40,000 in Aivali, some 60,000 in 
the Tchesme Peninsula. In the whole Sévres zone, according to pre-war 
American figures,!® there were some 500,000 Greeks. Possibly not all the 
population had yet been repatriated, but if the Turks returned victorious, 
what was to be done for this large population and the safety of life and 
property? Would guarantees for minorities of a general nature, such as 
Angora was said to be ready to accept, suffice? Lord Curzon thought clearly 
not. It would be desirable, in his opinion, to establish some special form of 
safeguard for the area, either on the lines of the Saar Basin Commission, as 
he had proposed in his note of December last to the French and Italian 
Governments, but which he was now inclined to consider unsuitable, or 
possibly a looser régime on Lebanon lines.'7 Perhaps even an entirely new 
proposal should be examined, e.g., a Turkish vali with a special council on 
which there would be foreign representation, which the Turks might prefer 
to that of the local elements alone. In any case, whatever geographical area 
was selected, Lord Curzon proposed some form of administration, which, 
while prejudicing Turkish sovereignty as little as possible, would yet afford 
some real protection to the non-Turkish population. A scheme might be 
worked out by experts once the principle was accepted. Public opinion in 
England would find it very difficult to accept the return of this area with 
only the safeguards of the European minority treaties. 

M. Porncargé replied that French public opinion did not want any special 
favours to be shown to the Greeks. Why should there be one kind of special 
régime for them and not for the Kurds, Armenians, &c.? He thought it was 
impossible to impose any special régime on Turkey if proposed either for the 
Aidin vilayet or the Sévres zone. Turks were in a state of violent patriotic 
exultation, and if any proposal was made touching their sovereignty in Asia 
it would be rejected. Moreover, it was doubtful if the Greeks of Smyrna were 
really the enemy of the Turk. They were reported to desire urgently the 
evacuation of Asia Minor by Greece. If any special administration was to be 
applied to this area, it was better to restrict it to the smallest possible area— 
the town of Smyrna. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER agreed with Lord Curzon that something was necessary. 
While, perhaps, something ought to be done for the whole Sévres zone, there 
would be great difficulties with the Turks for such an area as the vilayet and 
probably for any larger area than the town. 

tS See No. 514, n. I. 16 See Vol. VII, No. 26, n. 5. 
17 See No. 496, Enclosure, paragraphs 5 and 23. 
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Lorp Curzon pointed out that he had never suggested a special régime 
for the vilayet. It must be remembered that at any rate in the sanjak of 
Smyrna to-day, possibly in the whole Sévres zone, the Greeks were in a 
majority. M. Poincaré’s argument against recognizing a national majority 
here was not accepted elsewhere. The Turks based their case for keeping 
parts of the eastern vilayets and for recovering Thrace and Adrianople on the 
Turkish majority in each instance. Yussuf Kemal had told Lord Curzon that 
he was ready to give up any territory where the Armenians were in a major- 
ity.'8 Why should there be a different rule for the whole area round Smyrna 
in which there was a Greek majority? 

Lord Curzon thought, however, that the best procedure might be to dis- 
cuss the question of Smyrna again later in connection with the general 
question of minorities. For the present he would make no formal proposal. 
All he would say at the moment was that it was essential to bring in to the 
greatest possible extent the League of Nations. 

M. Poincare presumed that if Adrianople remained Greek and Smyrna 
were left to Turkey, the régime to be applied to Smyrna would be applied to 
Adrianople. Special guarantees would no doubt be required for any com- 
pact bodies of Greek or Armenian populations that might be scattered through 
Asia Minor. As for Smyrna, he still favoured a régime for the town only, but 
he accepted the general procedure as to further discussion of the question 
proposed by Lord Curzon. 


Press. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER reverted to the question of communications to the press. 
He hoped it might be possible for each delegation to have some latitude in 
speaking to the press, apart from the agreed communications of the con- 
ference. 

Both M. Poincaré and Lorp Curzon deprecated the suggestion, which 
would probably only lead to one-sided accounts of the day’s proceedings 
being given out by each delegation. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 


ANNEX I TO No. 560 
The Governments of Great Britain, France, and Italy: 


Being desirous, in order to facilitate negotiations for the re-establishment 
of peace in the East, to ensure an immediate cessation of hostilities between 
the Greek and Turkish military forces in Anatolia: 


Have agreed to propose the following terms for an armistice to be signed by 
the commanders of the said Greek and Turkish military forces :— 

1. Hostilities will cease at twenty-four hours in the night of , 1922. 

2. Hellenic and Turkish outposts will be withdrawn in accordance with 
the decisions of local commissions, consisting of representatives of the local 
Turkish and Greek commanders and Allied officers, wherever there is contact 


18 Cf. No. 556. 
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between the two armies, the guiding principle being to break contact as far 
as possible, in order to avoid incidents occurring between members of the two 
armies. 

3. No movement of troops to or from the theatre of war in Anatolia is to 
take place. 

4. Allied commissions to be appointed to both armies as guarantee to 
either side that the terms of this armistice are respected. 

5. Hostilities will be suspended for a period of ninety-two days, renewable 
automatically for periods of ninety-two days until such times as a peace treaty 
shall come into force. Should either party wish to denounce this convention, 
it will be bound to give notice of its intention to the other party and the 
representatives of Great Britain, France and Italy a clear fortnight before the 
expiration of one of these periods. 


ANNEX 2 TO No. 560 

Le Gouvernement ottoman devra soumettre a |’avis du Conseil de la Dette, 
avant promulgation, les contrats des nouvelles concessions ou de prorogation 
des concessions existantes a accorder en faveur des ressortissants ottomans ou 
de tout autre. 

Le Conseil de la Dette avant d’émettre son avis devra examiner si les 
conditions de ces contrats sont conformes aux intéréts du Gouvernement 
ottoman. 

Le Conseil afin de pouvoir exercer son mandat aura faculté de se faire 
représenter auprés des départements compétents par son propre délégué auquel 
le Gouvernement ottoman fournira toutes les facilités requises pour |’ accom- 
plissement de sa tache. 


ANNEX 3 TO No. 560 


Haut-Commissaire frangais, Constantinople. 
Ministre francais, Athénes. 
Le 22 mars 1922 


(Pour Constantinople seulement: ) 


Veuillez-vous concerter avec vos collégues britannique et italien pour 
remettre au Gouvernement ottoman et au représentant du Gouvernement 
d’Angora a Constantinople: 


(Pour Athénes seulement: ) 
Veuillez-vous concerter avec vos collégues britannique et italien pour re- 
mettre au Gouvernement hellénique: 


(Pour les deux postes:) 
Le télégramme suivant, qui est signé par Lord Curzon, par M. Schanzer et 
par moi: 
‘Les Ministres des Affaires Etrangéres des trois grandes Puissances, 
rénuis a Paris en vue de rétablir la paix dans le Proche-Orient et d’étre 
mis 4 méme de faire des propositions pour |’évacuation de |’Asie Mineure, 
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sans nouvelles pertes de vies et de biens, estiment que leur premier devoir est 
de recommander instamment une suspension immediate d’hostilités aux 
Gouvernements intéressés. 

“Les conditions de |’armistice proposé seraient les suivantes: 


‘ARTICLE I°, 
“Les hostilités cesseront 4 minuit dans la nuit du au 1922. 


‘ARTICLE 2. 


“Tout en conservant les lignes générales occupées actuellement par le 
gros de leurs forces, les belligérants devront remener en arriére leurs éléments 
avanceés, de maniére a supprimer tout contact et a ouvrir un intervalle libre 
de troupes large d’au moins Io kilom. entre les deux fronts, conformément 
aux décisions prises par les commissions locales composées de représentants 
des commandements grec et turc et d’officiers alliés. 


“ARTICLE 3. 


‘Pendant la durée de l’armistice, aucun renforcement en personnel ou 
en materiel ne pourra étre opéré dans les armées opposées; aucun enléve- 
ment d’unités constituées ne pourra étre effectué. 


“ARTICLE 4. 


“Des commissions alliées, agissant sous une direction alliée commune, 
seront attachées a |’une et a |’autre des armées belligérantes. 

‘Elles auront qualité pour contréler, dans chacune de ces armées, 
Pexécution des clauses de l’armistice, et pour régler les incidents qui 
pourraient se produire a cette occasion. Elles auront également qualité 
pour intervenir auprés des autorités occupantes, en vue d’assurer la protec- 
tion des gens et des biens dans les territoires occupés. 


‘ARTICLE 5. 


‘Les commandements en chef hellénique et ottoman s’engagent a 
accepter a exécuter loyalement l’arbitrage des commissions alliées. 


‘ARTICLE 6. 


‘Les hostilités seront suspendues pendant une période de trois mois, 
renouvelable automatiquement jusqu’a ce que les deux belligérants aient 
accepté les conditions des préliminarires de paix. Si l’un des belligérants 
désire ne pas renouveler la présente convention, il devra en faire la notifica- 
tion a l’autre partie et aux représentants de la Grande-Bretagne, de la 
France et de l’Italie quinze jours au moins avant I’expiration de la période 
d’armuistice en cours. 

‘GURZON. SCHANZER. POINCARE.’ 


De concert avec vos collégues, vous demanderez qu’une réponse vous soit 
adressée dans le délai le plus bref possible. 
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No. 561 


Minutes of the Second Meeting of Foreign Ministers at the Quai d’Orsay at 
10.30 a.m., March 23, 1922 (Recetved at the Foreign Office, March 27) 


[E 3290/5/44] 


PrEsENT: France: M. Poincaré, M. de Peretti de la Rocca, M. Bargeton. 
Great Britain: The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston, Mr. R. G. Van- 
sittart, Mr. E. G. Forbes Adam. 
Italy: Signor Schanzer, Marquis Visconti-Venosta, Signor Gua- 
riglia. 
INTERPRETER, M. Camerlynck. 


Armistice. 


M. Poincare read a telegram from General Pellé, which seemed to show 
that if Lord Curzon’s proposal aimed at an armistice on the basis of the status 
quo, the existing situation was much more favourable for the Turks than for 
the Greeks. It would be better for the Allies to delay the evacuation of Asia 
Minor, and have time to make the necessary arrangements. 


Evacuation of Asta Minor. 


M. PorncakrgE said that this telegram did not change the situation; General 
Gouraud’s views were the same as those of General Pellé. M. Poincaré 
suggested telling the press that the Foreign Ministers had instructed their 
military authorities to examine the necessary preparations for the evacuation 
of Asia Minor, and that such evacuation formed part of their programme. 
They wanted to get the Turks to accept an armistice and peace. If they 
failed to secure peace, the three countries would be in great difficulties, as 
the whole question of Islam in Morocco and India would be involved. Even 
in Morocco the Sultan had a real respect and religious deference for the 
Sultan of Constantinople. The mere fact of the signature of the Agreement 
of Angora! had had the best effect; as Lord Curzon was aware, he (M. Poin- 
caré) regretted the form of that agreement,? but such was the fact. It would 
be areal disaster for each of the three Powers with such large Moslem interests 
if they failed to bring the Turks to accept peace. 

It was accordingly essential, as General Pellé said, to obtain the acceptance 
of the armistice by the Turks, and therefore to show that the Allies were pre- 
paring for evacuation by the Greeks at once. 

Lorp Curzon said that General Pellé’s telegram was sent in ignorance of 
the conditions attached to the proposed armistice. A reference to evacuation 
had been inserted, and therefore the telegram need cause them no alarm. 
M. Poincaré had spoken of the possibility of a Turkish refusal and of the ill- 
effects of a failure to make peace. That was true, but we should look at the 
time-table. Telegrams had been sent to Athens and Constantinople,? and 
from the latter a telegram would go to Angora; consultation with the 
National Assembly would follow. Assuming that the Foreign Miunisters 


1 See No. 423, n. 2. 2 See No. 508. 3 See No. 560, n. 14. 
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reached an agreement at Paris and invited the Greeks and Turks to consider 
the Allied proposals at Constantinople, one of two things must happen. If 
the Turks favoured the Allied proposals, they would not refuse an armistice ; 
if they did refuse an armistice and the Allied proposals, they would be placed 
in an entirely false position before public opinion everywhere, despite the 
question of Islam. He (Lord Curzon) therefore did not feel alarmed. M. 
Poincaré had said rightly that we must give our policy a chance of success. 
He (Lord Curzon) saw no objection to M. Poincaré’s proposal to let the 
press know that the military authorities were considering a plan prepared by 
the Allied generals at Constantinople* for the progressive and peaceful evacua- 
tion of Asia Minor by the Greeks, if evacuation were recommended by the 
Allied Powers. He would not tell them any more. He wished to make one 
further observation. The British Empire was just as much interested in the 
Islamic world as France. We had to pay attention to the view held in India 
just as M. Poincaré had to do in the case of Morocco. It was necessary to 
avoid giving the impression that one Power was more interested than another 
in Islam. M. Poincaré had referred to the Sultan of Morocco and the Angora 
Agreement. He (Lord Curzon) had heard from many quarters that French 
officials in Morocco took credit for special friendship for Islam by reason of 
the Angora Agreement. This was a great mistake. He (Lord Curzon) had 
no intention of trying to gain credit for special consideration for Turk or 
Greek, Moslem or Christian. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER agreed to the proposed communication to the press. 

M. Porncaré thanked Lord Curzon and Signor Schanzer. He added that 
he wished to emphasise that the Allies were solid and united. He only referred 
to Morocco because he did not think it was for him to refer to India. As to 
the alleged action of French officials in Morocco, it was surely only a case of 
independence and excess of zeal on the part of their agents. Lord Curzon 
knew how difficult it was to control subordinate agents. In any case, it was 
in the general interest to preserve calm and order in all the Islamic world, 
which the Bolsheviks were seeking to trouble, even, for instance, in Tunis. 
It was, therefore, a vital interest of each Empire to do what they could for the 
Moslem world. He thanked his colleagues for agreeing to the proposed 
communication to the press, which should exercise a restraining influence on 
the Turkish extremists. 

Lorp Curzon proposed the following wording :— 

‘The military authorities, under the presidency of Marshal Foch, have 
been invited to-day to consider the conditions for the peaceful evacuation 
of Asia Minor, in the event of this evacuation being decided upon by the 
Conference at Paris as part of the general settlement, on the lines prepared 
by the military advisers in Constantinople.’ 


M. Porncaré thought this went too far. 
Lorp Curzon said that at that table they could only agree to the evacua- 
tion as part of a general regulation of outstanding questions. 


4 See No. 560, n. 11. 
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M. Porncarsé agreed that this went without saying, but it might be sup- 
posed that the evacuation was not necessarily to be part of the general settle- 
ment. He suggested the words ‘as part of the general settlement to come.’ 
The formula might run: ‘Les trois Ministres des Affaires Etrangéres ont 
chargé les experts militaires, sous la direction du Maréchal Foch, d’examiner 
sur la base du plan déja préparé par les généraux a Constantinople les con- 
ditions de l’évacuation pacifique d’Asie Mineure, comme faisant partie du 
réglement général de |’Asie Mineure a intervenir.’ 

Lorp Curzon did not like the words ‘comme faisant partie,’ and suggested 
‘on the presumption that this will be a feature of the general settlement’. 
He was only anxious not to consent to evacuation by itself; we did not want 
to increase the chance of the Turks refusing the general terms of peace 
because evacuation was certain. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER suggested ‘contemplated as forming part of the general 
settlement’. 

Lorp Curzon suggested that the drafting of the communication should be 
left until the end. 

M. Porncars said that it was not a question of drafting. France would 
accept no agreement without the evacuation of Asia Minor. 

Lorp Curzon pointed out that M. Poincaré went further than this; his 
formula suggested that the Turks would obtain the evacuation of Asia Minor 
in any case, apart from the general settlement; they could reject certain 
points and still get evacuation. He suggested ‘subject to the acceptance of 
the other conditions of the general settlement under consideration’, instead 
of ‘as forming part of the conditions, &c.’. 

It was finally agreed that the formula should run as follows:— 


‘The three Ministers for Foreign Affairs have invited the military experts, 
under the presidency of Marshal Foch, to consider, on the basis of the plan 
already prepared by the military commanders at Constantinople, the 
conditions for the peaceful evacuation of Asia Minor, subject to the 
acceptance of the other conditions of the general settlement in course of 
preparation.’ 


Minorities. 

Lorp Curzon then said that yesterday they had discussed the question of 
the district and town of Smyrna, and agreed to subordinate it to the general 
settlement of the question of minorities. The Armenian question ought to 
be reserved for such special treatment as might be found necessary, but it was 
of course included as well in the general question of minorities. The first 
question was whether Turkish law really provided for minority representa- 
tion. In the existing vilayet law’ there was provision for the representation 
of local elements, but not for any proportional representation of religious 
communities or racial minorities. There were thus no safeguards. Again, 
there were the old provisions in Turkish law for extending ecclesiastical and 


5 See No. 556, n. 4. 
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educational privileges to non-Moslem communities. These provisions were 
in abeyance during the war, if not abolished altogether in the case of the 
Armenians. The Treaty of Sévres restored these privileges, and we ought to 
insist on this. 

Before passing on he would like to remind his colleagues of the extent to 
which the intervention of the Allies in the present case was necessary. The 
Turks, when faced with evidence of massacres, took up an attitude of inno- 
cence, and maintained that these events were due to acts of hostility or in- 
solence on the part of the victims. This was not the case. He recalled the 
French evacuation of the outskirts of Cilicia, the massacres of Armenians at 
Marash and Hajin, of the Greeks at Isnik, of Armenians again at Zeitun and 
Marsivan and the massacre of Armenian refugees from the Caucasus. Again, 
Colonel Rawlinson, who had been kept in confinement by the Kemalists for 
a year and a half, saw with his own eyes on his return journey wholesale 
deportations of Greeks, the outrage of women and children, and men dying 
of starvation and exposure. The old Turkish plan of massacre and deportation 
to get rid of minorities was still in full operation. This was a moral responsi- 
bility on all the Allies, and public opinion would not tolerate that they should 
not try to secure serious and, so far as possible, adequate protection for these 
unhappy minorities. Lord Curzon quoted Signor Tutozzi’s [stc] opinion, 
given to Sir H. Rumbold after visiting Angora, as to the attitude of the Turks, 
and their policy of extermination as the only solution of the minorities 
problem.® He referred to the necessity, which was realised when framing the 
Treaty of Sévres, of inserting special provisions differing from those of the 
European Minority Treaties. Article 141 provided for the recovery of persons 
who had been forcibly converted to Islam. Articles 142 and 144 brought in 
the League of Nations, and provided for arbitral commissions, composed of 
one Turk, one representative of the victim’s community, and a neutral chair- 
man: and finally, in article 151 1t was decided that the Allies and the League 
should decide what provisions were necessary to execute the minorities pro- 
visions. In London in 1921 [1920] he, Lord Curzon, had also proposed a 
larger intervention of the League and a special High Commissioner at Con- 
stantinople; this proposal had been opposed by M. Gambon and Marquis 
Imperiali, and was consequently dropped at the time.? But a Commissioner 
at Constantinople had since been appointed,® and a resolution was passed by 
the Council of the League on the 14th January, 1922,° drawing the attention 
of the Principal Allied Powers to the urgent need of securing the protection 


6 See No. 501. This and the other evidence cited by Lord Curzon is to be found, along 
with further evidence, in a long memorandum (March 20, E 3148/19/44) on Turkish mas- 
sacres since the Armistice of 1918, which was written at Lord Curzon’s request by Mr. Rendel 
of the Eastern Department. 7 See Vol. VII, No. 62, minute 3. 

8 As explained by Sir H. Rumbold in his telegram No. 188 of April 2, the appointment 
had not been made: ‘Doctor Peet to whom appointment was offered as commissioner for 
recovery of Islamised women and children is holding out for commissionership for general 
purposes. I fear from last telegram which I received from Sir E. Drummond that there is 
now little or no prospect of his accepting proffered post.’ 

9 L./N.O.J., No. 2, February 1922, p. 109. 
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of minorities, and expressing the readiness of the Council to collaborate with 
the Powers in securing this object. He, Lord Curzon, would propose to main- 
tain the provisions in this respect of the Treaty of Sévres and even to go 
further: he would ask the League to appoint commissioners to visit places 
where the problem was acute, e.g., Smyrna, Pontus, Angora and Cilicia. He 
would propose that these commissioners’ powers of supervision should extend 
to non-Turkish Moslems in Turkey, e.g., Kurds, and to Moslems in detached 
territories such as Western Thrace. He would not dogmatise about the posi- 
tion or pay of the commissioners—there would be difficult questions in connec- 
tion with the expenses of maintenance, for the League could hardly defray 
the cost, and even if it were imposed on Turkey by the Treaty of Peace, it 
might prove impossible to recover the charge. The best plan, however, 
would be to invite the Council of the League to appoint individual repre- 
sentatives to visit or reside in the various localities, where they could associate 
themselves with prominent local persons, such as the representatives of the 
Powers, merchants and missionaries, and look after the interests of minorities 
either continuously or from time to time. These gentlemen would be under 
the High Commissioner at Constantinople, who had already been appointed, 
but their reports should be sent direct to the Assembly of the League for its 
annual consideration, and thus brought before the public opinion of the world. 
Speaking broadly, his propositions might be summed as follows:— 


1. Reassertion of all privileges and guarantees which already find a place 
in the European Minorities Treaties, the law of Islam, the secular law 
of Turkey, or the Treaty of Sévres. 

2. The League of Nations to be constituted the special protector of Moslem 
minorities in Europe and non-Turkish minorities in Turkey. 

3. League Commissioners for certain areas. 

4. Reports of these League Commissioners to be sent annually to the 
Assembly of the League. 


SIGNOR SCHANZER Said that he shared Lord Curzon’s views. It was impor- 
tant that they should show that they interested themselves in the minorities ; 
it was impossible to find real guarantees, and if there was a recurrence of 
massacres, they would bear a great responsibility. He was in agreement with 
the general lines of Lord Curzon’s proposals, but felt certain doubts as to 
particular articles of the Treaty of Sévres, e.g., article 142, which dealt with 
conversions to Islam; it was not desirable to increase feeling between the 
minorities. He felt some doubts as to the number of the Commissioners, but 
this was more a question of detail; in principle, he accepted Lord Curzon’s 
idea of bringing in the League as much as possible. He thought that Commis- 
sioners were preferable to Commissions on the ground of cost, which from 
his experience he regarded as a very important consideration. The mechan- 
ism, however, must not be too elaborate, and there must not be too much 
interference with the Turkish Government. He agreed with the idea of 
annual reports, which was the most suitable method of interesting the public 
opinion of the world. 
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M. Poincare associated himself with the views of Lord Curzon and Signor 
Schanzer as to the necessity of protecting the minorities against the recurrence 
of massacres, but said that the Greeks had also been at fault. It was true that 
it had been thought necessary to insert more stringent provisions in the Treaty 
of Sévres than in the minority clauses of the other treaties. The great diffi- 
culty was, however, to impose anything on the Turks, whose views were known. 
It would therefore be better first to seek a basis in the European treaties, and 
then to have recourse to the Treaty of Sévres. 

The Powers had before the war a special position entitling them to look 
after the minorities in Greece. In 1920 they had abandoned that position, 
and it had been replaced by the Greek Minority Treaty of the roth August, 
1920, article 1 of which made the protection of minorities a fundamental law 
of Greece.'° M. Poincaré then read the Greek minority treaty, substitut- 
ing throughout the word “Turkey’ for ‘Greece’. 

If the Allies proposed conditions like those in article 141 of the Treaty of 
Sévres they must modify the terms. They were in a difficulty. Mistake after 
mistake had been committed. They had negotiated too theoretically with 
Turkey. They were not in a position to apply the terms of the clauses in ques- 
tion. They had not the force to impose any terms they pleased, as they had 
had in the case of the other treaties. They could not to-day impose terms 
which it had been impossible to enforce even in 1921. They must face 
realities. They could not resuscitate the Treaty of Sévres. They must not 
give the Angora nationalists the impression that they were to be treated as 
savages; they must treat them like the inhabitants of a European country. 

Lorp Curzon said that M. Poincaré had said very hard things about the 
Treaty of Sévres. He would remind [him] that the present President of the 
French Republic, M. Millerand, shared the responsibility for it. M. Poincaré 
looked at the matter almost entirely from the point of view of the Turks. He 
had said with much force that the Allies must offer such terms as the Turks 
would accept. It was said that the Turks ought to be treated like European 
nations, that this would flatter them, and secure their adhesion to the Allied 
proposals. To assume such an attitude, however, was to ignore facts. While 
the Greeks had been guilty of misdeeds, it was, broadly speaking, true that 
the Turks had stood for barbarity and savagery for sixty years. It was im- 
possible after past experience to mete out exactly similar treatment to Turks 
and Europeans. They must, of course, omit from the Treaty of Sévres clauses 
that were obsolete or that were needlessly and exasperatingly severe. Articles 
142 and 144, for instance, as Signor Schanzer had justly pointed out, were 
now impossible to apply, however possible it might have been to enforce 
them two years ago. He, Lord Curzon, did not desire to commit himself to 
particulars in regard to proposals for the reassertion of particular guarantees. 

M. Poincaré had read the excellent clauses of the Greek Minority Treaty. 
In that treaty, however, the only guarantee for execution was a vague refer- 
ence to the League of Nations. Turkey was, however, on a different footing. 

10 For the text of the Greek Minorities Treaty, signed at Sévres on August 10, 1920, see 
B.F.S.P., vol. 113, pp. 471-9. 
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It would be useless merely to substitute the name of Turkey for that of 
Greece in the Greek Minority Treaty. Much more was required, and this 
could be found in the framework of a long series of treaties dating from that 
of Berlin. 

For the present, what they had to do was to agree upon broad principles, 
though they might approach them from a different angle of vision. Later on, 
a committee of experts might sit as in London in 1920," and might elaborate 
more detailed clauses for the execution of the general declaration now to be 
made. 

M. Porcare thought there was least agreement about the Treaty of 
Sévres. It was not a treaty at all. It was merely a draft, which had been 
signed, but not ratified. No French Government could uphold the Treaty 
of Sévres. The Turkish treaty was at the time relegated to the second rank 
and was prepared in London under the auspices of the British Government. 
The French Government in Paris did not know who had made it. Each 
Power was compelled to make a treaty which would be accepted by its Parlia- 
ment. French opinion, at any rate, desired that the minorities should be 
protected effectively, but it wished for something feasible. France would not 
send a ship or a military force. Lord Curzon had said that he, M. Poincaré, 
was thinking of expediency, not justice. This was not so. He only aimed at 
such justice as was practicable. He merely suggested that they should take 
the minority clauses of European treaties as a starting point, and elaborate 
them in detail for Turkey in a practical manner, and one which would permit 
of application. They might elaborate the League of Nations guarantee, 
which was vague. Bulgaria and Greece, however, should offer the same 
guarantees as Turkey. The Powers should arrange for general reciprocity, 
though he wished to make reservations as to the methods proposed by Lord 
Curzon, which were too cumbrous. 

Lorp Curzon said he wished to add one last word about the Treaty of 
Sévres. It was not drawn up by irresponsible people sitting under his, Lord 
Curzon’s, presidency in London. France had been represented by her 
Ambassador!? and by M. Berthelot. Further, the treaty had been gone 
through and revised line by line and almost word by word at San Remo in the 
presence of M. Berthelot himself.!3 It was not sufficient to leave the League 
of Nations to work out the guarantees. The conference must make some 
suggestion to it, and this was the object of his proposal. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER thought that the points of view must be brought closer 
together before a resolution was put. It was true that the Turks were not on 
the same level as the European Governments. While he wondered whether 
they could limit themselves to the European minority clauses, Italian public 
opinion might accept that with difficulty. He thought there were certain 
clauses in the Treaty of Sévres which should be retained. It would be possible 
to take the Greek treaty and add to it some articles of a temporary character, 
subject to revision. 


11 See Vol. VII, No. 57, minute 3. 12M. Cambon. 
13 See Vol. VIII, Chap. 1. 
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Lorp Curzon offered to prepare a formula to give effect to his proposals 
and to submit it in the afternoon. 
(At this point the conference adjourned for luncheon.) 


No. 562 


Minutes of the Third Meeting of Foreign Ministers at the Quai d’ Orsay at 
3 p.m., March 23, 1922 (Received at the Foreign Office, March 30) 


[E 3427/5/44] 


PRESENT: France: M. Poincaré, M. [de] Peretti de la Rocca. 
Great Britain: The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston, Mr. R. G. Van- 
sittart, Mr. E. G. Forbes Adam. 
Italy: Signor Schanzer, Marquis Visconti-Venosta, Signor Gua- 
riglia. 
INTERPRETER, M. Camerlynck. 

Lorp Curzon said he had drawn up a formula in which he had done his 
best to meet M. Poincaré’s point as to reciprocity as regards minorities in 
Turkey and Greece respectively. The formula sought to establish the League 
of Nations’ supervision impartially on this basis. 

The formula (see Annex 1 to these minutes) was then read. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER suggested the addition of the words ‘by the Powers’ 
after ‘approved’ in article 3. He thought the proposals generally acceptable. 

M. Poincaré thought the proposal acceptable to France. The only ques- 
tion was whether it would be acceptable to Turkey and Greece. The Turks 
were much puffed up, and the Powers could not impose terms on them by 
force. The more they accentuated their requirements, the greater would 
their difficulties be. If they did not succeed in their object, they would be all 
three in a very bad position. It would be difficult, after refusal of their 
proposals, to find means to impose them. Taking the articles in detail, M. 
Poincaré said that the first was satisfactory. He disliked the reference to the 
Treaty of Sévres in the second clause. 

Lorp Curzon said that it must be remembered that the Treaty of Sévres 
had been signed by Turkey as well as by the Powers. M. Poincaré’s argument 
was in favour of giving way at every point to the Turks. The latter had 
always said that they were prepared to give any reasonable guarantee 
required to safeguard the minorities. If the Powers could devise such guaran- 
tees, it seemed in the highest degree improbable that the Turks, after securing 
the evacuation of Asia Minor and other big concessions, would break away 
over minorities. He submitted that there was nothing in his formula which 
could offend anybody. The Powers had not surely reached a point where 
they could not mention the Treaty of Sévres. It was quite possible that the 
minority clauses of that treaty might need to be modified, but much of them 
was In the minority clauses of the European treaties, which Turkey had already 


1 Not printed. For the formula finally approved, see Annex 2. 
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accepted in principle. The Treaty of Sévres was in existence and they had to 
revise it. There was really no harm in saying that it was part of the duty of 
the conference to study the Treaty of Sévres. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER suggested that perhaps a general reference might be 
made to the ‘different treaties’ instead of special reference to the Treaty of 
Sévres. 

M. Poincaré said that that was what he desired. He feared the action of 
the extremists at Angora if weapons were placed in their hands. To avoid 
this he would propose to accept Signor Schanzer’s proposal. 

Lorp CurRZoN suggested that, to meet M. Poincaré and to avoid the diffi- 
culty arising from the non-ratification of the Treaty of Sévres, reference might 
be made to the ‘various treaties which have been drawn up since the Armis- 
tice,’ and (c) could then be suppressed. 

M. PorncarE accepted articles 3 and 4. In article 5 he suggested that they 
should specify the “Governments concerned’ and say ‘the Governments of 
Greece and Turkey’. 

This was agreed. 

Lorp Curzon said he would prefer to modify his own draft by substituting 
the words ‘after consultation with’ for the words ‘with the consent of’, and 
to insert this phrase after the words ‘will be invited to appoint’. Both Govern- 
ments could then give their opinions but not veto the appointment. 

M. Porncare asked, with reference to article 6, who would draw the atten- 
tion of the League to the matter. 

Lorp Curzon suggested that a formula should be found for this in the 
treaty on the lines of other minority treaties. 

M. Porncare feared that the specification of areas might have a bad effect. 
Moreover, some minorities would be omitted, e.g., the Assyrian Chaldeans 
in the south-eastern vilayets. If, on the other hand, the south-eastern vilayets 
were mentioned as well as the eastern, too large an area would be specified. 

Lorp Curzon urged that these articles were the main protection offered 
to the Greeks. The bulk of the Treaty of Sevres was to disappear. The popu- 
lation of Pontus and Smyrna would regard themselves as deserted. 

M. Poincaré seemed to regard too exclusively the Turkish point of view. 
If one had not the courage to describe the areas where the population were 
to be protected, what safeguard would there be? There was no more offence 
in mentioning districts in Asia Minor than in Thrace, which the Turks would 
wish to have mentioned, at any rate Western Thrace, which, it was already 
agreed, was not to be returned to Turkey. But Lord Curzon would willingly 
specify the area where the Assyrian Chaldeans were. 

M. Porincar£ feared the effect of mentioning nearly the whole of Asia 
Minor, and added that, by reference to Thrace, Turkey would know that she 
was to lose it. 

Lorp Curzon could not agree with M. Poincaré. Surely it was better to 
specify areas than to suggest that the commissions should roam all over Asia 
Minor. There were minorities everywhere. His proposal was less offensive 
to the Turks. As regards the mention of Thrace, he did not wish to prejudice 


688 


or anticipate a decision. They were not going to publish or mention these 
formulae until the terms were ready to be handed to the Greeks and Turks. 
If they decided to give back the whole or part of Eastern Thrace they could 
specify the area to be affected, or they could mention Western Thrace only. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER suggested that article 5 was sufficient of itself without 
mentioning areas. Indeed, Allied liberty of action might be limited thereby. 

M. PorncarE agreed. Again, what was to be said regarding Salonica? 

Lorp Curzon could not share his colleagues’ views. Attention must be 
drawn to such important areas. The word ‘specially’ meant simply ‘notam- 
ment’ in French. He would ask his colleagues, as Christians, to agree that 
they were charged with a duty to the Christian minorities. He was over- 
whelmed with petitions from everywhere. When a special régime was men- 
tioned for Smyrna, M. Poincaré had said he thought that the minority clauses 
were the proper place for safeguards for Smyrna. He now wanted to drop all 
mention of Smyrna. In this case, Lord Curzon would be forced to return to 
the proposal of a special régime for Smyrna. He did not wish to do this. 

M. Poincare suggested that experts could specify the places. It was not 
necessary to mention them in a preliminary communication to the Greeks 
and Turks. 

Lorp Curzon urged that it really was necessary. It was not proposed that 
the formula should be given to the press, but should merely be included in 
the general proposal to be made to the Turks and Greeks. They were going 
to propose preliminary terms to Turkey and Greece, who would have to accept 
or refuse. If the former accepted, they could say later that they had not 
expected such and such an area to be affected. 

M. Porncare suggested that it would be advisable to refer such a resolution 
as this for elaboration by experts here in Paris. 

Lorp Curzon thought that the appropriate course was to draw up general 
formulae here. The experts would then have to elaborate them at Constanti- 
nople. 

M. Poincaré said that that was not his point. He was suggesting that it 
would be better to refer these formulae to the experts here in Paris. 

Lorp Curzon said he saw no reason for referring his general formulae to 
experts. There was no doubt as to the presence of minorities in the areas 
specified. 

M. Porncaré asked why Salonica and the Aegean Islands could not be 
included. . 

SIGNOR SCHANZER pointed out that other areas were not excluded by the 
words of article 6, which only spoke of attention being ‘specially’ drawn. 

Lorp Curzon pointed out that there could be no parity between Asia 
Minor and Greece, where the Moslem minority was relatively very small 
compared with the Christian minorities in Asia Minor. 

It was finally agreed to add “Thessaly” after “Thrace’. 

The formula was then agreed to subject to these corrections (see Annex 2). 

Lorp Curzon then referred to the question of Armenia. What the Allies 
must have in mind were the pledges they had given in differing degrees and 
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forms at various times during and since the war.? There was also public 
opinion in America to be considered, where large sections took a deep interest 
in the Armenian question and, indeed, in the whole question of the Christian 
minorities in Turkey. He would recall especially to M. Poincaré an Allied 
conference at which he thought M. Ribot or M. Briand had been present 
during the war in 1917 to draw up the statement of the Allies’ peace terms, 
among which had been included an independent or autonomous Armenian 
State. Further, he would remind the conference of the attempt made to find 
a mandatory for Armenia after the war was over.3 The Council and Assembly 
of the League had failed to find any country willing to assume this obligation, 
just as the Supreme Council had failed. Then the Treaty of Sévres had been 
drafted, and provided for an independent Armenian State to include territory 
from the eastern vilayets of Turkey. President Wilson, as an arbitrator, had 
sketched out the frontiers of this State in the eastern vilayets in the autumn 
of 1920.4 The next phase was the London Conference in March 1921, at 
which the general proposals put forward to the Turks and Greeks had included 
a provision that territory should be assigned for a national home for Armenians 
on the eastern frontier of Turkey, the boundaries of which were to be fixed 
by a special commission appointed by the League of Nations to examine the 
territory.5 The pledges given in the case of Armenia had indeed been very 
serious. Particular reference should be made to the obligations incurred by 
France and Italy in respect to the special protection of the minorities in their 
zones under the Tripartite Agreement. In particular, the French Govern- 
ment had, in raising the Légion d’Orient, given some general assurance of 
their particular regard for the future independence of Armenia. 

M. Poincaré would recall that when France evacuated Cilicia under the 
Franklin-Bouillon Agreement she endeavoured to satisfy her obligations 
towards the minorities by taking special guarantees from the Turks. So 
unsatisfactory were these guarantees, however, that the refugees poured out 
of Cilicia with the retiring troops in order to escape the Kemalist terror, and 
went to Cyprus and the Syrian ports. There was, of course, another centre 
than Cilicia where a more compact mass of Armenians was to be found, 
namely, the State.of Russian Armenia. This State was, in fact, now the 
sovietised republic of Erivan, which, by the Treaty of Kars of 1921,6 had 
been restricted to a small territory round the town of that name. It was full 
of refugees from Turkey who had poured in during the war; a recent telegram 
spoke of a population of some million and a half, including 400,000 Turkish 
refugees. In seeing Yussuf Kemal recently,? Lord Curzon had reminded him 
that, when the question of assigning Turkish territory to an Armenian State 
had been raised in March 1921 with Bekir Sami, the latter, while admitting 
that he had no mandate to agree to a solution, was in no way surprised at the 


2 See Vol. VII, No. 10, and Vol. VIII, No. 6, minute 2. See also No. 556, n. 8. 

3 See Vol. VII, No. 34, minute 2 (f), No. 58, minute 2, No. 71, Appendix 1, and Vol. VIII, 
No. 6, minute 2, No. 15, minute I. 

4 See No. 41, n. 11. 5 See Vol. XV, No. 53, Appendix 2. 

6 See No. 454, n. I. 7 See No. 556. 
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proposal, and had promised to recommend it to his Government. Yussuf 
Kemal seemed less amenable than Bekir Sami, but it was surely a better 
solution that the Armenians should leave Turkey rather than be massacred, 
and, if so, it might be preferable to increase the independent Armenian State 
by some addition of Turkish territory in order to hold a larger population. 
This was a matter for consideration. 

A second centre with a large Armenian population before the war to which a 
great number of Armenians wished to return was Cilicia. Impartial American 
pre-war figures had given a minority of about 200,000 Christians, mostly 
Armenians, for this area. But since the war, and particularly since the evacua- 
tion of French troops, this number had been reduced to a few thousands. 
France had special obligations towards this Christian population, not only 
because of the Tripartite Agreement, but owing to her position in Syria, and 
the assurances of a more formal nature given by her to the Armenians during 
the war. Surely it was worth while, and in accordance with all Allied obliga- 
tions, that some special régime should be established here. Turkish sovereignty 
could be preserved, and the governor might perhaps be appointed in consulta- 
tion with the League of Nations. The area could be specified later; he would 
suggest that it might be the vilayet of Adana, with or without the sanjak of 
Marash, or a small area round the sanjak of Mersina. To this centre 
France and Great Britain could send any Armenian refugees still on the 
territories. The rich Armenian communities scattered through the world 
might well find money for the development of the territory, and make this 
small Armenian community prosperous and a source of strength. If the idea 
of an extended Armenian State in the north-eastern corner of Turkey could 
not be followed up in the present political situation in that area, the Allies 
should at least endeavour to satisfy their consciences and arrive at an equit- 
able solution by trying to create a special ‘foyer’ for the Armenian race in 
southern Turkey. 

M. PorncarE admitted that Lord Curzon’s historical résumé had been 
rigorously correct, although he could not admit that French obligations were 
quite so specific as Lord Curzon had suggested. 

The practical question now, however, was where were the Armenians 
really to be found? After the French evacuation of Cilicia not more than a 
few thousands had remained. It was useless, therefore, to endeavour to do 
anything for them in this direction. It might be possible, however, to create 
a national home for them in the eastern vilayets, where they appeared to be 
more numerous. M. Peretti de la Rocca had information showing that 
there were some 100,000 Armenians still in these vilayets. 

Lorp Curzon intervened to remark that Yussuf Kemal had not admitted 
to him the existence of any such minority at this moment in this territory. 

M. Porncar_E thought that, so far as Cilicia was concerned, 1t would be 
better to leave the Armenian refugees in their present position in the zone 
round Alexandretta and Aleppo under the French mandate. M. Franklin- 
Bouillon had tried hard to keep the frontier of Syria more to the north, with 
a view to include the large territory where the Armenians could settle, but 
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he had failed in his endeavour. Turkey would never now give back Cilicia 
to the Armenians, if only because of the wealth of this territory. Indeed 
France, in abandoning so rich a country, had made great sacrifices, in spite 
of what Signor Schanzer had said the day before. For the rest, M. Poincaré 
was doubtful whether in fact the Armenians themselves were now looking to 
Cilicia; he thought that they were more interested in the future of the Erivan 
State. There remained, however, the question of a national home in the 
eastern vilayets to be explored. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER said that he thought it would be difficult after the Treaty 
of Kars to do anything for the Armenians in the north-eastern corner of 
Turkey. Nevertheless, the Allied Powers could not abandon the idea of doing 
something for the Armenians. The question must be further studied. Perhaps 
in some way the interest and help of the League of Nations might be specific- 
ally enlisted for this object. The question should in any case not be closed. 
When the Russian Government changed it might be possible to treat with 
the new Government with regard to assisting the Armenians in the north of 
Turkey. 

Lorp Curzon felt that M. Poincaré only offered them counsels of despair. 
M. Poincaré had spoken of the territories where the Armenians were now to 
be found. Surely that was not a fair test. If this argument were adopted a 
wholesale expulsion of a large population from a country would put an end 
for ever to its claim for the recovery of its home. Some 700,000 Turkish 
Armenian refugees had fled to Russian Armenia during the war. If M. 
Perretti’s estimate of the Armenians now in the eastern vilayets had come 
from M. Franklin-Bouillon, Lord Curzon doubted the accuracy of the esti- 
mate. M. Franklin-Bouillon had been a kind of prisoner at Angora, and had 
never been in a position to estimate the populations further east. If out of 
this poor remnant of Armenians in the eastern vilayets the Allies were now 
solemnly to propose a new State, subject to the whims of Mustapha Kemal, 
the proposal would be greeted with public derision. There remained the 
alternative of doing something in Cilicia. M. Poincaré had used the argu- 
ment that, as France had failed to obtain fair terms for the Armenians in 
their negotiations with the Kemalists last year, it was not now possible for the 
Allies to succeed in the same endeavour. Lord Curzon had understood, 
however, from M. Briand that the real reason for the departure of the 
French troops from Cilicia was not the pressure of the Kemalist army, but 
the expense of maintaining some 80,000 troops in this area. M. Briand had 
admitted to him that they could not obtain the necessary credits from the 
Chamber. The whole position was surely now different. The Great Powers 
were now jointly proposing terms of peace to the enemy, of which the case of 
Cilicia was only one. There might actually be only 2,000 or 3,000 Armenians 
in Cilicia now, but the 80,000 Armenian refugees scattered over Syria, at 
Alexandretta, Beyrout and elsewhere, should also be included in the calcula- 
tion. Signor Schanzer had been right in saying that the Allies had an obliga- 
tion to try and restore these people to their homes in Cilicia. M. Poincaré 
had spoken of the wealth of Cilicia as a reason for the Turks refusing to restore 
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it. He thought that was equally a reason for allowing the Armenians to 
return and enabling them to use their very great capacities for increasing the 
richness of the soil. The Allies might fail, but it would be glorious to fail in 
trying to do something for the Armenians. Mustapha Kemal might refuse 
the Allied proposal as regards Cilicia, but, if he did, the Allies would at least 
have done their best and endeavoured to meet their obligations honourably. 
Whatever proposal was put forward should be made as palatable as possible 
to Turkey and some responsibility should be given to the League of Nations. 
As for M. Poincareé’s suggestion that the Armenians did not wish to return, 
Lord Curzon’s information from the spokesmen® of the large Armenian 
communities in England, who had perhaps come to regard England as their 
special protector, was quite to the contrary. 

M. PoincaRE said he wished to state that France had done her best to keep 
intact the Sevres frontier and thus keep under her mandate part of the Cilician 
plain for the Armenians. M. Briand had sent strict injunctions to M. Franklin- 
Bouillon, who had done his very best to persuade the Turks to agree. M. 
Bouillon had failed. The Turks declared that they were now in a different 
position to [sic] that of 1918; a new State had been formed with new aspira- 
tions, and they could not cede an integral part—and one of the richest parts— 
of their country. Lord Curzon had spoken of the three Allies united being 
able to do more than France alone, but for Turkey the only real question was 
the actual force on the spot. Neither Italy, nor Great Britain, nor France 
could send troops to Syria. The three Foreign Ministers could not, by 
willing it, restore the Armenians to Cilicia. The Turks, ifthe Allies put forward 
the proposal, would ask the Allies to come and establish the Armenians in 
Cilicia themselves. M. Poincaré had not noticed that the Italians had made 
any suggestion as to establishing the Armenians in the Italian zone. Why 
should France be required to make this sacrifice of her interests on behalf of 
the Allies? Why should Cilicia and not another zone elsewhere be selected 
for the Armenians? If England regarded herself in any way as the protector 
of the Armenians, why should not England find a refuge for them in her own 
territories? 

Incidentally, M. Poincaré wished to point out that if the League of Nations’ 
commissioners were appointed, as had been proposed, in either the French or 
the Italian zones under the Tripartite Agreement, it was natural that they 
should be respectively French or Italian nationals. 

Lorp Curzon disclaimed any idea of having suggested an Armenian home 
in Cilicia with a view to prejudice the French interests. Cilicia offered the 
only alternative for satisfying Armenian aspirations if it was not possible to 
do anything in the eastern vilayets. He had a letter written from Alexandretta 
in February? which spoke of 20,000 Armenian fugitives there now; something 
should be done to restore them to their homes. 


8 Members of the Armenian National Delegation in London, of which General Bagratouni 
was the chief spokesman. 

9 This was a letter, dated February 18, from Miss W. Lytle to Miss Russell. A copy of 
this letter was communicated to Lord Curzon by Captain Gracey. In a minute to this 
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M. Poincaré had asked him how the Allies could succeed if they had no 
military force on the spot. Surely the Allies were endeavouring to propose 
a treaty which would be equitable taken as a whole. Even if none of them 
could fight in Cilicia, they could try by other means to attain the desired end. 
For instance, they were going to propose Turkey’s entrance into the League of 
Nations. If the League were given a lead in the matter of Cilicia they could 
still refuse Turkey’s application unless they received in return serious and 
substantial concessions from Turkey in the matter of Cilicia. The Allies had 
a grave responsibility before the whole world. Every clause that they were 
going to put in the treaty was not going to be carried out by the firing of 
guns. The Allies must endeavour to do their duty by the use of such powers, 
direct and indirect as they had. It would be well in any case to reflect what 
was to happen if, say next week, the Allies were to announce their agreed 
terms and no special mention was made of the Armenians. A formula of 
some kind must be found and Lord Curzon would like to try to find one in 
collaboration with Signor Schanzer, who seemed to share his view. 

M. Porncaré said that he too was ready to try to find a formula if he were 
invited to collaborate; but, as regards Cilicia, France must make every reserve. 
Why should not the Allies ask the League of Nations to agree to a home in 
Turkey and leave the choice of the spot to the League? All the Allies were 
represented on this council. 

Lorp Curzon said he would like time to consider the matter. He did not 
himself wish to insist on Cilicia if satisfaction could be found elsewhere. 


(The meeting then adjourned for tea.) 


Evacuation of Asta Minor. 


On reassembling, Marshal Foch, General Weygand, General Gouraud, 
General Sir C. Harington, Colonel Heywood and General Marietti were 
present. The proposals for the evacuation of Asia Minor (see Annex 3) were 
read by General Weygand. 

Lorp Curzon expressed satisfaction with them, and was glad that the 
experts at Paris had found the proposals made by the Allied generals at 
Constantinople so satisfactory. There was a difficulty in that civil questions 
and operations had to be decided with Constantinople, while military move- 
ments, &c., had to be settled through Angora. He mentioned the point in 
order that attention might be drawn to this rather difficult question. The 
same question arose as to the substitution of civil government in the evacuated 
territory. 

M. Poincaré said that, as we approached towards peace, the duality 
between Angora and Constantinople ought to cease. There was a large 
measure of agreement between them. 


letter Lord Curzon stated: ‘I mentioned this story of the 20,000 refugees at Alexandretta 
at the Conference where it was received with a hot denial by M. Poincaré. I then repeated 
it to General Gouraud who said there were not more than 3,000—4,000. I invited him to 
enquire.’ 
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SIGNOR SCHANZER raised the question of the incidence of the cost of evacua- 
tion. He asked who would bear this expense. 

M. Poincaré said that, even if these costs were attributed to the Greeks 
and the Turks, it would be the Allies who would eventually pay. 

Lorp Curzon pointed out that the Greeks had, up to a certain date, been 
carrying out Allied operations, and after that were acting on their own ac- 
count. So far as these expenses fell on the Allies they would be a charge on 
Turkey. It would be better to get the evacuation started and to decide the 
question of payment later. In any case it was perfectly certain that if the 
costs were attributed to Turkey she would not pay; she never did. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER asked when the evacuation would begin. 

M. Poincaré said that the French Government could not agree to accept 
the expenses of the evacuation without going to the Chambers. There was 
a question whether the evacuation should take place after the conclusion of 
a preliminary peace. If so, it might be possible to put the vote for these 
expenses and the preliminary peace to the Chambers at the same time. 

Lorp Curzon said that surely these expenses would be included in the 
expenses of the occupation of Turkey; these charges were covered by the votes 
for the cost of the occupation of Turkey, which were to be recovered from 
Turkey. Officers from Constantinople would be used. 

GENERAL GOURAUD suggested that perhaps Syria could lend officers. 

M. Poincare pointed out to General Gouraud that the Syrian credits were 
not yet voted. He agreed with Signor Schanzer that it would be better to 
say that the expenses of the evacuation were to be laid to the charge of the 
two local Governments. 

Lorp Curzon suggested that it would be better for the Foreign Ministers 
to think the matter over and consult their financial experts. 

It would be necessary for them all to make declarations to their Parlia- 
ments. 

The military proposals for the evacuation of Anatolia were then approved, 
and the military experts then withdrew. 


Minorities. 


Lorp Curzon wished to refer again to the question of minorities, as to 
which general agreement had been reached that morning. In addition, there 
was the question of protection of minorities by a gendarmerie under foreign 
officers which was generally held to be the most effective form of control. 
Might not a clause be added to the formula accepted that afternoon as to 
the principle of placing the gendarmerie under foreign officers? 

M. Poincaré thought it useless. The Turks were absolutely intransigeant on 
this point. If this point were put forward it would lead to a certain check. 
Might it not also be rather offensive to the League of Nations? We had 
invited their intervention, and he, personally, had done it very willingly; the 
intervention of the League in international affairs should and would grow. 
He thought the Turks would accept it, and urged Lord Curzon not to press 
his point. 
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Lorp Curzon thought his point had been misunderstood. He had only 
spoken of Allied officers attached to the gendarmerie. There were already 
three or four battalions of gendarmerie with such officers attached, and they 
were said to be extremely popular. He referred to General Sir Charles 
Harington’s opinion that the Turks welcomed Allied officers organising their 
gendarmerie. This system was not novel at all; it was already in existence. 
In Cilicia after the evacuation the French had even proposed a local gendar- 
merie with French officers, and had assisted them with arms and uniforms. 
Again, we were proposing, in order to prevent conscription, the recruit- 
ment of a large force of gendarmerie representative of all the races with the 
aid of Allied officers. He did not think the proposal was at all a new one, 
and in his opinion it would be popular with the Turks. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER understood that foreign officers were very popular in 
the gendarmerie. Perhaps since the war, however, this position had changed. 

M. Poincaré thought that Lord Curzon and General Harington were 
very mistaken as to the popularity of the gendarmerie. There had been 
difficulties in the Straits zone. The British Government had thought that 
M. Franklin-Bouillon had made a secret agreement about the gendarmerie 
officers,!° there were only the public letters, but M. Franklin-Bouillon had 
been able to ascertain that the Nationalists hated the system of foreign 
officers in the gendarmerie as savouring of the old régime. They wanted 
their own control and officers. It was the new Turkish gendarmerie who had 
kept excellent order during the evacuation of Cilicia. It was possible, how- 
ever, that this was specially done on that occasion for the sake of effect. 

Lorp Curzon said that he had made his proposal to make things easier, 
but as it did not seem acceptable to M. Poincaré, he would not press it in this 
connection. But he would point out that Colonel Sarrau claimed to be 
inspector-general of the Turkish gendarmerie in Anatolia."! He claimed to be 
over General Filonneau, the head of the Allied Gendarmerie Commission. 
He (Lord Curzon) was only too glad to learn that Colonel Sarrau had been 
making the claim without authority. 

M. Porncaré did not accept Lord Curzon’s inference as to the situation, but 
the present question was one of a general system of foreign officers. 

Lorp Curzon asked what was Colonel Sarrau’s position. We had protested 
against his claim. If there were to be no foreign officers in Asia Minor, what 
was the colonel’s position? Colonel Sarrau calls himself inspector of Ottoman 
gendarmerie in virtue of an agreement between Paris and Angora. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER asked the same question. 

M. Porncaré thought that this was a question for the three Ministers to 
settle separately from the general question of peace with Turkey which was 
now under discussion. The Turks had only accepted French instructors in 
the gendarmerie schools. He had particularly asked for an explanation from 
M. Franklin-Bouillon, as he feared that he might have exceeded his instruc- 
tions and prejudiced the position of France and the Allies. 

Lorp Curzon pointed out that his reference to Colonel Sarrau was only 

10 See No. 521. tt See No. 542. 
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made in reply to M. Poincaré’s remark that no foreign gendarmerie officers 
would be accepted by the Angora Government. 

M. Poincaré said that Colonel Sarrau benefited by an agreement with 
the Constantinople Government anterior to the present situation. He had 
not exceeded his authority; it extended only to the zone under the Turkish 
Government outside the zone of the Straits. 

Lorp Curzon asked who had appointed Colonel Sarrau. 

M. Porncaré replied that it was the Turkish Government in consequence 
of an agreement made before the war. In any case it was not a matter for 
discussion at a conference about the treaty of peace. 


Press Communiqué. 

Lorp Curzon suggested that the press might be informed that, quite apart 
from the military arrangements, a considerable time had been spent in discuss- 
ing clauses for the protection of minorities; an agreement had been reached 
as to the terms to be proposed in relation to the Greeks and Turks in Asia 
and Europe, and that there was agreement as to a formula bringing in the 
League of Nations. The following formula was proposed :— 


‘The three Foreign Ministers have spent a large part of the afternoon 
on the consideration of the question of the minorities both in Asia and in 
Europe, and have arrived at agreement on an ensemble of conclusions which 
will be embodied in the settlement to be proposed to the Turks and Greeks, 
and in the application of which the League of Nations will be invited to 
collaborate.’ 


M. Poincare suggested adding something as to the entry of Turkey into 
the League. 

Lorp Curzon suggested that it would be better not to mention this point. 
It was a matter for the Council and the Assembly of the League. The ques- 
tion of Turkey’s fulfilment of the conditions for admission to the League was 
involved. The Allied Powers had made no such recommendation to the 
Council about other enemy States, e.g., Bulgaria. 

M. Porncareé feared the repercussion on the Turks. 

Lorp Curzon thought it unnecessary to be so careful about their feelings. 
We were only concerned in informing the press of our decision. 

M. Poincaré feared that there was a real danger lest the Turks, who 
apparently were already angry about the decision this morning, would be 
still more difficult after this communiqué. He feared that there was a real 
danger that the Turks might make war again, and that was why their opinion 
was more important to the Allies than that of the Greeks. 

The above formula was finally approved and the following sentences 
substituted for the phrase following the word ‘Greeks’ :— 

“The League of Nations, to which it is thought that the Turks will 
demand to be admitted as soon as they shall have adhered to the terms of 
peace, will be invited to collaborate in the application of the measures 
referred to above. 
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‘The Inter-Allied Military Commission have submitted to the three 
Ministers for Foreign Affairs, who have approved them, their proposals 
relative to the evacuation of Asia Minor. 

‘The three Ministers for Foreign Affairs have opened the discussion of 
the Armenian question.’ 

(The meeting then adjourned.)! 


ANNEX 2 TO No. 562 
It shall be the duty of the Powers: — 


1. To secure special guarantees for the protection (a) of the Christian 
minorities in the Turkish dominions in Asia; (5) of the Moslem minorities in 
Europe. 

2. For this purpose a special study shall be made by an inter-Allied 
committee appointed by the conference of the provisions which are contained: 
(a) in the minority clauses of the various treaties which have been drawn up 
since the armistice; (b) in the Turkish law.13 

3. These provisions as finally amended and approved by the Powers shall 
be embodied in the articles of the future treaty of peace and shall be applicable 
mutatis mutandts to all minorities concerned. 

4. The League of Nations, to which it is presumed that Turkey will on the 
conclusion of peace be admitted on the same terms as Greece, shall be invited 
to assume a special responsibility both for the assurance of these guarantees 
and for their effective execution. 

5. The League of Nations will be invited, after consultation with the 
Governments of Greece and Turkey, to appoint special commissioners for the 


supervision of the minority clauses in the new treaty alike in Europe and in 
Asia. 


12 In his telegraphic summary of these conversations (Paris telegram No. 168 of March 24) 
for the information of the Cabinet, Lord Curzon stated: ‘At morning session I brought 
up the question of protection of minorities in Asia Minor with a view to obtaining adequate 
guarantees for their security after evacuation by Greeks. I received no support whatever 
from French who are quite indifferent to fate of minorities and regard every question from 
standpoint of how it will be regarded by the Turks. The Italians also were very luke-warm. 
Nevertheless I submitted a series of propositions at the afternoon meeting which were 
eventually carried after long debate. ... Report of military authorities sitting under Marshal 
Foch as to conditions under which contemplated evacuation of Asia Minor should be 
carried out was then submitted and approved, inter-allied military council being in absolute 
accord with Constantinople generals. 

‘I then initiated a discussion on Armenia and fulfilment of our pledges for creation of 
some form of autonomous existence or national home for Armenians. Here again I was met 
with complete indifference amounting almost to open hostility by French and with only 
tepid support by Italians. Tomorrow I propose to submit a series of propositions on the 
subject which if accepted will go some way to redeem our national honour although I can- 
not hope that they will satisfy Armenian aspirations. 

‘Discussion will then ensue upon the Straits and Thrace.’ 

13 Lord Curzon’s original formula here ran as follows: ‘. . . (a) in the minority clauses of 
the European treaties of 1919 and afterwards; (5) in the Turkish law; (c) in the original 
Treaty of Sévres.’ 
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6. In Asia Minor the attention of the League will be specially drawn to the 
need for such commissioners in the following areas: (2) Smyrna, (5) Pontus, 
(¢) eastern and south-eastern vilayets, (d) Cilicia; and in Europe, Thessaly 
and Thrace. 

7. It shall be the duty of these commissioners, acting under the general 
supervision of the High Commissioner of the Council of the League at Con- 
stantinople, to pay periodic visits to the areas in question, and in concert with 
the local authorities, to concert measures for the due protection of minorities 
as provided for in the clauses of the treaty. 

8. Reports shall be made by these commissioners directly to the Council 
of the League and shall be laid before the annual meeting of the Assembly 
of the League in order to ensure that the nations who are represented through 
the Assembly shall be in a position to secure the faithful execution of the 
stipulations to which the League will have given guarantee. 


ANNEX 3 TO No. 562 


Mesures @ prendre par les Alliés dans ’ hypothése de Evacuation de ’lAsie Mineure 
par les Troupes helléniques et de sa Réoccupation par les Troupes turques. 


L’évacuation de l’Asie Mineure par l’armée hellénique est une opération 
délicate et de longue durée.'4 

Pour qu'elle puisse étre réalisée sans désordres graves et avec méthode, 11 
est nécessaire: 


1. Que les armées hellénique et turque soient réciproquement garanties 
contre toute reprise, méme partielle, des hostilités au cours de leurs 
mouvements; 

2. Que les populations et leurs biens soient garantis contre toutes exactions 
ou représailles de la part de l’une ou de !’autre des deux armées; 

3. Que les opérations soient préparées et réglées suivant un programme 
général établi a l’avance et dans tous ses détails; 

4. Qu’un Organe Interallié soit chargé d’établir ce programme de concert 
avec les Hauts-Commandements hellénique et turc, puis d’en diriger 
et contréler l’exécution et qu’il soit investi dans ce but des pouvoirs 
nécessaires pour régler les incidents qui pourraient se produire a cette 
occasion. 


Le programme envisagé ci-dessus comportera notamment: 


1. La réorganisation préalable de l’administration civile du pays et des 
forces de sécurité locales. 

2. Le plan d’évacuation des forces helléniques, réglé par zones successives, 
[e]n fonction des possibilités de transport, en vue d’éviter toute 
concentration prématurée des troupes helléniques aux abords des ports 
d’embarquement. 

3. Le plan de réoccupation des forces turques limitant les effectifs destinés 
a l’occupation de chaque zone, et conjugué avec le plan précédent de 


14 Note on original: ‘Cette durée peut étre évaluée au minimum de quatre a cing mois.’ 
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maniére qu'une bande de terrain libre de troupe soit constamment 
interposée entre les deux armées pour éviter les contacts. 
4. Le plan d’embarquement des forces helléniques. 


Pour diriger [’exécution de ce programme général et en assurer le controle, 
lOrgane Interallié devra disposer des moyens suivants: 


Auprés de chacune des deux armées Une mission alliée comportant des 
officiers de contréle, des hommes de 
troupe et des moyens de transport 
et de liaison autom. T.S.F.15 


Dans la zone a évacuer Une mission alliée destinée, pendant 
la période envisagée, a participer 
a la réorganisation et 4 contréler 
l’emploi des forces de sécurité locale, 
gendarmerie et police. 


Dans les ports d’embarquement Forces interalliées destinées a coopérer 
au maintien de l’ordre et a la police 
des embarquements. 

Smyrne: 3 bataillons environ (1 de 
chaque Puissance). 

Région Brousse Moudania, Panderma 
(14 bataillons). 


Des forces navales alliées sous commandement interallié (trois cuirassés ou 
croiseurs, par exemple), avec quelques batiments de patrouille, devront con- 
tribuer a la police des opérations en chaque point d’embarquement. 

L’ensemble des moyens visés ci-dessus serait 4 prélever sur les forces mili- 
taires et navales dont les Alliés disposent en Orient. Toutefois, un complé- 
ment d’officiers devra sans doute étre fourni par chaque Puissance pour 
atteindre le total envisagé comme nécessaire (environ 150). 

La Commission des Généraux alliés de Constantinople semble qualifiée 
pour constituer l’Organe Interallié directeur des évacuations; elle aurait, au 
moment voulu, a transférer son siége 4 Smyrne. 

C’est 4 elle qu’incomberait dans ce cas l’étude immediate et la préparation 
compléte du programme général ci-dessus vise. 

De méme, la Commission des Amiraux alliés de Constantinople aurait a 
régler les détails de la coopération navale, d’accord avec la Commission des 
Généraux. 

Si les dispositions qui précédent étaient adoptées, il y aurait lieu de les 
notifier pour acceptation aux Gouvernements hellénique et ottoman. 

Ces Gouvernements devraient étre invités a reconnaitre l’autorité de 
lOrgane Interallié en matiére de direction générale des opérations d’évacua- 
tion et 4 prendre toutes mesures pour que les décisions du dit Organe soient 
strictement exécutées par leurs troupes ou agents de |’Administration civile. 


1S Télégraphie (Téléphonie) sans fil. 
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Il y aurait intérét, 4 cette occasion, a préciser aux dits Gouvernements: 

I. Que les Alliés ne sauraient en aucun cas accepter la responsabilité du 
maintien de lordre lors de l’évacuation, non plus que le contrdéle direct 
de l’ Administration civile; 

2. Que, dans chaque zone, ce soin incombera aux autorités grecques 
jusqu’a l’évacuation; aux autorités ottomanes, dés le départ des troupes 
helléniques. 


ANNEX 4 TO No. 562 


Il y a lieu de prévoir que l’évacuation de |’Asie Mineure par les troupes 
helléniques peut avoir pour conséquence un exode important de la popula- 
tion. 

Pour parer aux conséquences de cet exode, des mesures spéciales seraient 
a prendre: 

Ravitaillement. 
Installations mateérielles. 
Evacuation éventuelle.' 


L’étude pourrait en étre confiée 4 une commission mixte constituée par 
les soins de la Commission des Généraux alliés et de la Commission des 
Amiraux alliés de Constantinople. 


16 Note on original: ‘Cette évacuation semblant devoir étre limitée au minimum indispens- 
able.’ 


No. 563 


Minutes of the Fourth Meeting of Foreign Ministers at the Quai d’ Orsay at 
¥0.30 a.m. March 24, 1922 (Recewed at the Foreign Office, March 30) 
[E 3428/5/44] 
PRESENT: France: M. Poincaré, M. de Peretti de la Rocca, M. Bargeton. 
Great Britain: The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston, Mr. R. G. Van- 
sittart, Mr. E. G. Forbes Adam. 
Italy: Signor Schanzer, Marquis Visconti-Venosta, Signor Gua- 
riglia. 
INTERPRETER, M. Camerlynck. 
Sir Adam Block! and M. des Cloziéres [sic]? were present for the financial 
question. 


National Home for Armenians. 


Lorp Curzon recalled that at the last meeting it had been agreed that an 
opportunity would arise for bringing forward the matter of a national home 
for the Armenians when the question arose of the admission of Turkey to the 
League of Nations. What the Allies found at present difficult to achieve, 


t See No. 18, n. 6. 2 See No, 10, n. 5. 
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owing to their inability to exert physical force, might then be secured through 
the influence which the League would be able to bring to bear. He could not 
accept the responsibility of washing his hands of all concern for the Armenians. 
The formula which he proposed (see Annex 1)3 would not, of course, meet 
their full aspirations. It would be a disillusionment for them, but they had 
placed their aspirations too high, and had failed to realise the difficulties in 
the way. His formula was an attempt to discharge the responsibility of the 
Allies in the only way that was possible, and to hand over the problem of 
the Armenians to the only body that was likely now to be able to help them 
effectively. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER accepted Lord Curzon’s proposal. 

M. PorncarE considered that the general idea which had been in their 
minds at yesterday’s discussion had been exactly reproduced by Lord Curzon. 
He thought that in the present circumstances, the only way was to leave it 
to the League to try and solve this great difficulty. This would meet in the 
only practical manner to-day the obligation of the Allies. Perhaps, however, 
the place of the national home should not be specified, but should be left to 
the League to decide. It was a difficult question, and, moreover, a political 
question. | 

Lorp Curzon pointed out that the formula particularly did not mention 
the locality for the home as either Erivan or Kars or Cilicia, but that he 
had employed a general description. He would, however, be prepared to 
insert the words ‘or elsewhere’ after the word ‘Mediterranean,’ but he 
would regret to leave the question entirely open. 

M. Poincare replied that the Tripartite Agreement gave France Cilicia 
as her zone. Both for France and Italy these words were really important 
politically. The phrase ‘southerly region’ aimed at Cilicia, and the in- 
stallation of the Armenians in the economic zone of one of the Powers would 
raise economic questions and cause grave difficulties for that Power. 

Lorp Curzon said that he regarded the matter from a rather different 
point of view. He asked himself whether the Armenians could somehow 
recover the position allotted to them in the eastern vilayets by the Treaty 
of Sévres, and especially in Cilicia. He would like to recall the past history 
of the Cilician question. The position was that the British had occupied 
this area at the end of the war. Later, the French had asked us to evacuate, 
and in a spirit of loyalty and in spite of the burden and expense which the 
occupation had cost us, we handed the region over to the French.‘ 

Then came the Tripartite Agreement, and we agreed to the French zone 
with political and financial privileges. In due course the French found 
themselves forced to abandon Cilicia altogether, and made a separate 
agreement with Turkey. Whether the French secured concessions there was 
now no longer dependent upon the treaty, but upon the voluntary action 
of Turkey, and it was by no means clear that France would recover her 
position as contemplated by the treaty. Lord Curzon hoped that she would, 
but if she did she ought also to try and secure something for the Armenians. 

3 Not printed. 4 See No. 6, n. 3. 
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By the conclusion of the Tripartite Agreement, France obtained a right 
and an obligation to speak for the Christian population in her zone, and 
particularly the Armenians, and France would be the stronger in so speaking. 
Lord Curzon wished particularly, however, not to be drawn into a difficult 
political discussion, and not to introduce a precise statement in his formula. 
Nevertheless, it was necessary to say enough in the formula to indicate in 
general terms where the Armenians were to be made a home. They must 
state the fact of which they were aware, that the places suitable for such a 
home were limited in number. 

M. Poincare thought that it was necessary to ‘ménager’ both the Turkish 
and French interests. It had to be remembered also that French troops were 
fighting elsewhere when the British were in Cilicia, and he did not wish to 
discuss the question of which Power did most or distributed its forces best. 
In any case, events had modified the situation now, and the Powers must 
keep separate the question of their attitude towards each other in the 
Tripartite Agreement and their attitude towards the Turks in the Treaty of 
Sévres. He did not desire, however, to make any modification as regards the 
obligations and rights of France in her zone. 

Lorp CuRZONn intervened to say that he had made no proposal aimed at 
prejudicing the French position in Cilicia. 

M. Poincaré enquired whether some such words as ‘wherever such a 
home could be found’ could be added after the third paragraph of the 
formula, and whether the fourth paragraph could then be suppressed. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER enquired whether the indication which Lord Curzon 
desired as to the place of the national home had not been given by third 
paragraph, which really only contemplated two possible places. 

Lorp Curzon had no objection, in principle, to his proposals being 
modified. His proposal yesterday, however, that the Allied Governments 
should arrange in the treaty for a home in the eastern vilayets or in Cilicia, 
had had to be abandoned, and it was then that he had drawn up the present 
suggestion as to the League of Nations. He regretted that he had continu- 
ally to meet proposals for reducing and weakening his own suggestions, 
and he would therefore deprecate the omission of the fourth paragraph of 
the formula, but, in deference to what Signor Schanzer and M. Poincaré 
had said, he would not press his point, and would agree to remove from the 
fourth paragraph the words from ‘on the borders’ to ‘Mediterranean’. 

M. PorncarE expressed his thanks to Lord Curzon. He was occupied 
by the fear whether or not Turkey would accept the conditions proposed. 
He did not know what action they should take if the proposals were not 
accepted. They might be able to make things very difficult for the Turks, 
but this was doubtful. 

The conference accepted the formula as amended (Annex 2). 


Evacuation of Anatolia. 


SIGNOR SCHANZER read a telegram from the Italian Minister at Athens, 
who feared that if the Greeks were not permitted to remove units from the 
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front during the whole armistice they might have serious difficulties. The 
phrase ‘aucun enlévement des unités ne peuvent étre effectué’ in the armis- 
tice proposals was too strong. Perhaps the point might be referred to Marshal 
Foch to explain exactly what the phrase meant. 

This was agreed to. 


Assyro-Chaldeans. 

M. Porncaré raised the question of the Assyro-Chaldeans. France was 
interested in them for religious reasons, and Aga Petross had asked France to 
do something for them. M. Poincaré had told him that England and Italy 
were equally interested, and would be glad if Lord Curzon and Signor 
Schanzer would see Aga Petros. 

Lorp Curzon pointed out that the Assyro-Chaldean question was compli- 
cated. There were three or four communities of Assyro-Chaldeans: one in 
Persia, which left after the murder of Mar Shimum® by the Turks, one in 
Kurdistan (Hakkiari), another in Mosul, and one in the Tigris district. It 
was useless to see the head of one of these sections, as the Aga Petros was, 
and Lord Curzon enquired whether M. Poincaré would be content with 
the assurance that Great Britain was equally interested with France in the 
Assyro-Chaldean question. 

M. Porcaré said that he would like to do something, especially for Aga 
Petros. He wanted to be able to say that he had recommended him and 
this question to the good offices of Lord Curzon and Signor Schanzer, and, 
if possible, he would like them to see him. 

Lorp Curzon and SIGNoR SCHANZER said that they would try to arrange 
this. 


Finance. 

Lorp Curzon pointed out that the conference would presently, after 
dealing with Thrace and the Straits, come to the question of finance. The 
financial experts were in Paris, and he enquired whether it would not be 
well for them, in the meantime, to consider, not indeed the particular 
question of article 239 raised by Signor Schanzer, but the general principles 
of the financial clauses and the future financial administration in Turkey. 

M. Poincare replied that the French experts had their instructions and 
could begin. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER pointed out that a political question was raised here. 
The particular matter which he had brought forward could be taken at 
once, but the consideration of the financial clauses generally should be 
deferred until this question had been dealt with. 

M. PorncaréE pointed out that the question of the Financial Commission 
and the Debt Council, &c., was a matter for the experts. They could get 

5 Self-styled ‘Commander-in-Chief” of the Assyrians, in 1920 he had attempted but had 
failed to establish an independent Assyrian State. 


6 Hereditary Patriarch of the Assyrian Church and paramount chief of the Assyrian tribes, 
who was murdered in 1918 by the Shekak Kurds (see Lt.-Col. R. S. Stafford, The Tragedy 


of the Assyrians (London, 1935), pp. 28-31). 
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together and make general proposals, and the conference could then decide 
the political question. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER replied that he would like his question of article 239 
taken as soon as possible, but that he would agree to the financial experts 
beginning their work. 

M. Poincare pointed out that the Italian proposal as regards article 239 
raised the question of the rdéle and powers of the Financial Commission, 
and suggested that the experts should give their opinion on this point and on 
the future of the Debt Council and its relation to the Financial Commission. 

Lorp Curzon stated that at this stage a discussion was only required of 
the general principles to be inserted in the proposals to be given to the 
Turks and Greeks, if possible by Monday next. The experts should avoid 
entering into the details of the revised Treaty of Sévres. 

It was agreed that the financial experts should meet at once and prepare 
a formula on the above lines. 


The Press. 


M. Porncaré referred to the indiscretions of the ‘Echo de Paris,’ in which 
‘Pertinax’ entered into details of yesterday’s discussions about the Armenians 
and mentioned Lord Curzon’s and Signor Schanzer’s views as to Cilicia 
and Erivan. He was enquiring into the matter. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER said that it was not an Italian indiscretion, and produced 
official French agency telegrams going into the details of the discussions and 
the figures and other particulars with regard to the minorities which had 
been produced by Lord Curzon and M. Poincaré. 

Lorp Curzon stated that he had no relations with the French press and did 
not know ‘Pertinax.’ 

M. Poincare said that M. Géraud (‘Pertinax’) was understood to have 
received information from the British delegation. 

Lorp Curzon asked whether ‘Pertinax’ could not be summoned to the 
conference to explain himself. 

M. Poincaré said that he had no power to summon him, and that, in 
any case, journalists refused to disclose their professional secrets. 

Lorp Curzon pointed out that ‘Pertinax’ had been a continual offender 
as, for example, at Washington.? He hoped that M. Poincaré would do 
all he could to trace the source of the indiscretion. 

M. Basset, of the Havas Agency, then entered. 

M. PorncarE£ asked M. Basset for an explanation of the indiscretion as 
to the conference discussions about the Armenians. 

M. Basser said that he exchanged information with his comrades. There 
was a pool of information. 

M. Poincaré asked him to explain exactly who were his sources of infor- 
mation and their nationality. 

M. Basset replied that he could not give precise information on this 
point. The indiscretion was not a French one, but he could not say more. 


7 Cf. F.R.U.S. 1922, vol. 1, pp. 201-2. 
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M. Porncaré said that if M. Basset did not state where his information was 
obtained judicial measures might have to be taken. 

M. Basset replied that he could not give precise information as to which 
Allied delegation gave the information. 

Lorp Curzon pointed out that ‘Pertinax’ had insinuated that he had 
obtained information from the British Government, and he (Lord Curzon) 
must press for satisfaction. 

M. PorncareE again asked M. Basset for an explanation. 

M. Basset replied that he could not give his sources of information; it 
was a matter of professional secrecy. 


(M. Basset then withdrew.) 


M. Poincare said that he would do his best semi-officially to find out 
what was happening. 

Lorp Curzon asked whether the judicial enquiry suggested by M. 
Poincaré could not be pressed. It was doubtful at any rate in English law 
whether the plea of professional secrecy could be maintained. (There was 
a recent case where an English doctor was concerned in which a similar 
position had arisen.) Otherwise, Lord Curzon would have to reserve liberty 
to publish a full account and to challenge the reproduction of the accusations 
in the press. M. Basset had practically brought direct charges against 
the British and Italian delegations and this created an impossible position. 
If such indiscretions were to be passed unnoticed, how were the Allied 
discussions to continue? 

M. Poincaré agreed generally with Lord Curzon, as he had shown in 
his cross-examination of M. Basset. He must add, however, that ‘Pertinax’ 
himself had not been accused of having obtained information from the British 
or Italian delegations. For the rest, it was not possible for a French judge to 
obtain professional secrets from journalists. All he could do was to ascertain 
whether any French administration was at fault. He must remind his 
colleagues, however, that there were British and Italian journalists here. 

Lorp Curzon said that he would strongly support all the enquiries which 
M. Poincaré could make.$ 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 


ANNEX 2 TO No. 563 


Armenia 


The three Powers, mindful of the pledges to which they have given public 
expression on so many occasions, to secure some form of autonomous national 
existence for the Armenian people, and desirous to reconcile the fulfilment 


8 In his telegraphic report to the Cabinet (Paris telegram No. 170 of March 25) Lord 
Curzon, having stated that his Armenian formula was ultimately accepted, added: ‘A very 
animated discussion then ensued upon publication this morning by Pertinax and Havas of 
a fairly detailed account of our proceedings yesterday, which Poincaré, having exculpated 
the French Foreign Office who are doubtless as usual the guilty parties, was kind enough 
to attribute either to British or Italian delegations.’ 
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of these pledges with the facts of the present situation, make the following 
proposal :— 

It has been decided to invite the League of Nations to assume a special 
responsibility for the execution of the safeguards which are recommended 
for the protection of minorities, alike in Europe and in Asia; and it has 
been presumed that Turkey will, upon the conclusion of peace, be admitted 
to membership of that body. Such an occasion will, in the opinion of the 
Powers, furnish the most favourable opportunity for the satisfaction of the 
claims of the Armenians, who, both in numbers and importance, are in 
the first rank among these minorities. 

The Armenian claims are summed up in the general aspiration that there 
shall be provided for them in one or other of the areas in Asia Minor where 
they have hitherto been found in considerable numbers, a national home. 

Where such a home can best be secured depends on conditions, political, 
economic and social, upon which it is at present impossible definitely to 
pronounce.? 

It shall be an object, especially commended by the Powers to the League 
of Nations, that they shall, at an early date after the conclusion of peace, 
enter into communication with the Turkish Government with a view to the 
creation of such a national home for the Armenians, and shall endeavour 
to arrange the conditions under which it may be called into being, and be 
furnished with adequate guarantees for its future existence. 

To this object the three Powers promise every assistance in their power, 
conscious that the solution by consent of the Armenian problem is equally 
desirable in the interests of the Armenians, of Turkey and of the peace of 
the East. 

9 Lord Curzon’s formula in its original form ran as follows: ‘Whether such a home can 


preferably be secured on the borders of the eastern vilayets of Turkey in Asia or in the more 
southerly regions bordering on the Mediterranean depends etc.’ 
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Minutes of the Fifth Meeting of Foreign Ministers at the Quai d’Orsay at 
3 p.m., March 24, 1922 (Received at the Foreign Office, April 3) 


[E 3507/5/44] 


PRESENT: France: M. Poincaré, M. de Peretti de la Rocca, M. Bargeton. 
Great Britain: The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston, Mr. R. G. Van- 
sittart, Mr. E. G. Forbes Adam. 
Italy: Signor Schanzer, Marquis Visconti-Venosta, Signor Gua- 
riglia. 
INTERPRETER, M. Camerlynck. 
Present at the discussion of the question of the demilitarised zone :— 


Marshal Foch. General Sir C. Harington. 
General Weygand. Colonel Heywood. 
General Gouraud. General Marietti. 
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Straits. 

Lorp Curzon raised the question of the Straits. The. Treaty of Sévres 
provided for a large demilitarised zone on both sides and at both ends of 
the Straits. Under that treaty the demilitarised zone consisted of the Gallipoli 
Peninsula, the Asiatic shore of the Dardanelles to an approximate depth of 60 
miles inland, a strip of about 15 miles deep along the European shore of the 
Sea of Marmora, the European side of the Bosphorus to a depth of about 50 
miles north of Constantinople, on the Asiatic side of the Bosphorus the whole 
Ismid Peninsula, and a strip of about 25 miles along the Asiatic shore of 
the Sea of Marmora, leaving Brusa outside the zone. The Marmora Islands 
and various islands in the neighbourhood of the Dardanelles in the Aegean 
Sea are also included. 

In March 1921, at the London Conference with the Turks and the Greeks, 
the proposed demilitarised zone was reduced in favour of both the Turks 
and the Greeks.! On the shores of the Dardanelles the zone was reduced 
within a line from the Bulair lines to Rodosto, and on the other side to within 
a line from Tenedos to Karabigha. In the case of the Bosphorus, the demilita- 
rised area was reduced to a zone of 25 kilom. on either side of the Straits. 
The question which now arose related to the military occupation of the two 
sides of the Straits. If we were still to exercise some control of the Marmora and 
Bosphorus while giving up the actual supervision of the two shores of the 
Bosphorus, we must at least keep open the entrance into the waters of the 
Marmora through the Dardanelles. 

It was vital for Great Britain that Gallipoli should not be returned to the 
Turks. He must recall that one of the main objects for which the Allies 
fought the war had been to prevent these waters being closed again by the 
Turks. Thousands of soldiers of the British army, men from Australia and 
New Zealand as well as England, had fought and died for this purpose and 
lay buried there. British public opinion would never tolerate the surrender 
of Gallipoli to the control of Turkey, and was determined that the freedom 
of the Straits should be safeguarded. This question was largely a military 
matter, and while British military opinion favoured generally the maintenance 
of the concessions as to the width of the demilitarised zone made to 
Turkey in March 1921, it strongly urged, in the case of the demilitarised 
zone on the Asiatic side of the Dardanelles, a return to the Treaty of Sévres 
line, or alternatively to the frontier of the Chanak sanjak. This was indispen- 
sable for the safety of the Straits if the recognition of Turkish sovereignty 
throughout Anatolia was to involve the reappearance of the Turks on the 
Asiatic shore. 

As to the garrison of the Straits, he would remind the conference that in 
their paper of December last the British Government had suggested alter- 
native methods of providing for the garrisoning of the Straits.2, Marshal 
Foch’s view in 1920 had been that the minimum garrison which would be 
necessary was three battalions of infantry and two battalions of artillery. 


! See Vol. XV, No. 53, Appendix 2. 2 See No. 496. 
3 See Vol. VII, No. 14, Appendix 1. 
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The question arose whether this force should be contributed and controlled 
by the Allies, or whether it should, either now or later, be handed over to 
the League of Nations. He, Lord Curzon, thought it might not be a bad 
idea to place the command of the Straits in the hands of an international, 
instead of an Inter-Allied authority. The League of Nations might be asked 
either immediately or later to constitute a military body to control the 
northern shores of the Straits. They would constitute a force and invite the 
various Powers to contribute their quota and be responsible for the military 
freedom of the Straits. He wished, however, to make it quite clear that he 
was not dealing with the waters of the Straits and their supervision. These 
would be controlled by an entirely separate body—the Straits Commission. 
On that body, in addition to the Great Powers, Roumania and Greece, it 
had been agreed that Bulgaria, Turkey, and Russia might, at a later date, 
be represented. At the moment the only question was that of the military 
safeguards for the freedom of the Straits and the machinery to be set up for 
that purpose. These safeguards would be no menace to Turkey. Indeed, 
the object of the Straits clauses in the Sévres Treaty was to make Constan- 
tinople unassailable by sea and to prevent its being blockaded or attacked 
unless the League of Nations had sanctioned hostilities in those waters. He 
would be glad to learn the opinions of his Allied colleagues on the suggestions 
which he had thrown out. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER said that he understood the proposal was to leave 
Gallipoli to Greece, and to maintain the demilitarised zone on both sides 
of the Dardanelles. 

In reply, M. Porncar£ suggested that it was possible to have some other 
control than a Greek one for Gallipoli. For instance, international control 
by the League of Nations of Gallipoli might be substituted for control by 
Greece. He agreed, however, that the Conference should examine the 
questions exposed by Lord Curzon, and he entirely concurred with Lord 
Curzon as to the necessity of maintaining the freedom of the Straits and as to 
keeping the Turks out of Gallipoli, but the rest of the problem must be 
discussed. He understood that the military experts wanted a wider de- 
militarised zone. 

MarsHAL Foci said that this was so. If the Greeks were left in Gallipoli, 
the Turks would refuse to have the opposite shore demilitarised, and this 
would not favour the freedom of the Straits. 

M. PorncareE proposed to discuss the military question first. As he under- 
stood it, the islands of Imbros, Tenedos and Mitylene, and the islands in 
the Sea of Marmora were comprised in the demilitarised zone. 

MarsHAL Focus said that it was absolutely necessary to demilitarise these 
islands. No riverain Power ought to possess full sovereignty over them. 

Lorp Curzon said that he understood the demilitarised zone proposed 
in London last year, and which included these islands, was generally 
accepted by Marshal Foch and the other experts. There was, however, 
one point. In March last year it was not settled that the Turks were to be 
readmitted to full sovereignty over Chanak. If this was now to be done, the 
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British military authorities thought that the demilitarised zone on the 
Asiatic shore of the Dardanelles ought to go back from the March 1921 line, 
a distance of another 40 miles. 

MarsHAL Focu thought that there was something in this point, but, on 
the other hand, Turkey would be allowed no guns or troops in the smaller 
demilitarised zone of March 1921, which might therefore be sufficient. 

Lorp Curzon explained that he understood the view of the British War 
Office to be that there would be nothing to prevent the Turks from bombard- 
ing the northern shores of the Dardanelles and the Straits from the high 
ground south of the March 1921 line unless the demilitarised zone extended 
about 40 miles further back. 

M. Porncare said that the same observation would apply to Gallipoli. 

Lorp Curzon feared he had not made himself clear. The proposals of 
March 1921 contemplated Allied garrisons on both the European and 
Asiatic shores of the Dardanelles. It was now desired to do all that was 
possible to conciliate the Turks, and accordingly the Allied forces were to 
be confined to the Gallipoli side, 1.e., the Turks would be back at Chanak, 
and would not be under any control by Allied troops. In return 
for this substantial concession to the Turks, we should demand a rather 
wider zone than that laid down in London in 1921. The British military 
authorities wanted the limit of the demilitarised zone to be the boundary 
of the sanjak, which lay between the wider zone laid down in the Treaty 
of Sévres and marked on the map, and the narrower zone of the March 
1921 proposals. 

M. PorncarE suggested that if the zone were extended on the Asiatic 
side beyond the line laid down at London, it would be necessary to do the 
same on the northern shore. We must do the same thing on both the northern 
and southern banks. 

Lorp Curzon pointed out that the difference was that the Allied garrison 
was now to be only on the north side of the Straits and not on the south. 
Of course, if Gallipoli was to be given back to the Greeks without any control, 
then corresponding measures would be necessary on both sides. It would 
not be possible, however, to have a demilitarised belt on both sides without 
some Allied garrison being present in the neighbourhood. 

M. PorncarE asked whether the Foreign Ministers were agreed that the 
Straits Commission should have sovereignty over Gallipoli instead of the 
Greeks. 

Lorp Curzon pointed out that the question of sovereignty was not raised; 
at present, the only question was that of military control. 

M. Porncaré proposed to extend the demilitarised zone on both the north 
and south shores. The Allied garrison on the north’shore would be very 
small and not strong enough to prevent a Greek attack. The zone ought, 
therefore, to be extended to the north. 

Lorp Curzon suggested that if there were an Allied garrison in Gallipoli 
and the sovereignty were Greek, he had no objection to having the same 
depth (so far as this was geographically possible) for the demilitarised zone 
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on both sides of the Straits, but he would like to hear the opinion of Marshal 
Foch as to placing an Allied garrison on the north side of the Dardanelles 
only. Would the Straits in that case be safe? 

MarsHAL Focu said that with control of the north shore the garrison 
would be able effectively to demilitarise the northern side, but would not be 
in a position to look after the territory on the other side of the Straits. 

M. Poincaré suggested that perhaps the garrison on the northern shore 
could look after the southern shore by means of aeroplanes. 

MARSHAL FocH was uncertain about this. There was the question of 
expense in addition to that of practicability. 

Lorp Curzon said that it was precisely the difficulty of looking after the 
southern shore which had made him suggest that the League of Nations 
should be brought in to supervise both sides. Marshal Foch’s view supported 
that proposal. The question was whether the northern shore should be 
occupied by inter-Allied troops alone, or by forces representing the League 
of Nations. He preferred the latter for two reasons: (1) It would be more 
palatable to the Turks; (2) the three Powers were anxious to get their forces 
away from Gallipoli and the neighbourhood, as their maintenance there 
was too expensive. The time would come when these expenses could no 
longer be borne, and then the Allies might lose control over the Dardanelles 
altogether. For these reasons he had proposed to bring in the League, which 
was a permanent body. 

M. Poincaré said that the League had no troops; France had tried for an 
international force at the Peace Conference, but had failed owing to the 
opposition of President Wilson.t The League would have to come to the 
Allies for the necessary troops. It might be possible to say that the three 
Allies would occupy the northern shore until the day when the League of 
Nations was ready to take over. 

Lorp Curzon did not think that this was a valid objection; the League 
could apply to other Powers. He quoted the instance of the Saar Basin, 
where the administration was that of the League, but the troops there were 
French. 

M. Porncaké said that the troops in the Saar Basin were not really under 
the League. They were under the command of France and the League 
accepted their presence. If the League went round asking its members to 
contribute to the garrison, Bulgaria, Russia, &c., would all ask to contribute. 
Further, if the three Allied Powers were in occupation, the United States 
would accept them as Associated Powers, but would not accept the League 
of Nations. He feared that the proposal would not achieve the object aimed 
at, and that the League could not provide a garrison, and would have, in 
fact, to rely upon the forces of the three Allies. 

Lorp Curzon thought there was much force in this observation, but the 
United States were removing their troops from the Rhine, and would not want 
to send them to the Dardanelles. Ifthe three Powers were ready to stay there, 


4 See D. H. Miller, The Drafting of the Covenant (New York, 1928), vol. I, pp. 10-12, 
209-10. 
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well and good, but he wished to look ahead. His prophecy was that in five 
years or so the Allies would want to take away their troops and would apply 
to the League. In the meantime, however, he accepted M. Poincaré’s view. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER said that in Italy public opinion was already pre- 
occupied with the expense involved in garrisoning the Straits. She would 
have preferred demilitarisation without an Allied garrison and with the 
intervention of the League. 

MArsHAL Foc thought that the proposal might prove feasible if there 
were no enemy in the neighbourhood, but if there were, the League, which 
possessed no army, could not help. 

M. Poincaré said that if a buffer State were set up between Turkey and 
Greece—a sort of Saar Basin under the League of Nations—then they might 
have a garrison of Allied troops with League of Nations control. Otherwise 
it would not be worth while to bring in the League of Nations. 

Lorp Curzon thought it quite impossible to set up a buffer State, and it 
was better to go back to the original proposal and trust to the Allied garrison. 
Possibly after an interval of time it would be necessary to apply to the League. 

M. PorcareE thought that Marshal Foch and the experts should consider 
the question of the demilitarized zone and a buffer State first and give their 
opinions. He asked whether Lord Curzon saw any objection to Marshal 
Foch raising the question of Thrace. 

Lorp Curzon said that he attached great importance to Marshal Foch’s 
opinion, but the question was in the main political and should not be treated 
solely as a military one. He would be glad to have [sic], however, what 
Marshal Foch had to say. 

MarsHAL Focu said that Thrace would be difficult to support by itself if 
left in the hands of the Greeks. It would be difficult for the latter to hold it 
against Bulgaria. Again, it would be difficult for the Greeks to hold it 
against the Turks, and that raised the question of the freedom of the Straits. 
Thrace, as a whole, raised the question of the demilitarised zones. He feared 
that if the Greeks remained in Thrace, it would be difficult to demilitarise 
the Turkish side. He had prepared a paper on the question. 

Lorp Curzon asked that the political question should first be discussed, 
and after that the military one. 

M. Poincare agreed to this. 

The military experts then withdrew. 

Lorp Curzon then took up the question of Thrace, and referred to his 
paper of December 1921. By the Treaty of Sévres the Chatalja lines had 
been extended so as to include Lake Dercos and the water supply of Con- 
stantinople. He understood that the Chatalja lines formed the only effective 
line of defence, but as the Turks said that the Chatalja line menaced Con- 
stantinople, he had suggested the Midia—Rodosto line. In reply, the French 
Government, in their note of the 27th January,’ had suggested the line 
Topmansu—Maritsa—Kule[li] Burgas-Rodosto. This left to the Greeks the 
whole of the area west of Rodosto and south of tne railway up to the 


5 See No. 514, n. I. 
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borders of Western Thrace. He was therefore surprised to hear the argument 
that the question of Greek sovereignty for this area was still in dispute. He 
had thought the question to be dealt with related only to the country east of 
the French line. 

M. Porcaré said that Lord Curzon had correctly explained the position. 
When the French Government had made their proposal they were not 
aware that the Turks would not accept this line, or that Marshal Foch had 
objections on military grounds. An indiscretion at Constantinople relating 
to the question of the boundaries of Thrace had showed what the Turkish 
view was. The chief consideration was that the line was dangerous from the 
point of view of peace. If the Greeks kept Gallipoli, it would be difficult for 
them to defend Thrace. 

M. Poincaré then read Marshal Foch’s opinion which was in favour of 
the Enos—Midia line with Turkey to the south of it and a buffer State to the 
north. Bulgaria, Greece and Turkey were all mixed up in Thrace, and 
Adrianople was difficult for anyone of them to hold. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER thought that the Greek view must be treated with 
sympathy, but thought they must also consider the question of the Straits, 
and the position of Constantinople as the home of the Caliphate and the 
capital of Turkey. We must, therefore, give the Turks real protection over 
Constantinople, otherwise an impulse might be given to the Kemalist move- 
ment. He therefore suggested that the frontier should be pushed in the 
direction of Uzun Kupreui so as to set the frontier further from Constanti- 
nople. If the Greeks were left with everything up to the Rodosto—Midia 
line, they would be in danger between the Turks and the Bulgars. It would 
perhaps be desirable to hear the military view. 

Lorp Curzon said that M. Poincaré’s argument placed him in a position 
of some difficulty. He had thought that the French view was that the frontier 
should be that laid down in their note of the 27th January, 1921[1922]. 
He thought that frontier a bad one, but was prepared to consider it. It now 
appeared that the French proposed a line from Enos to Midia, with Turkey 
south of that line, and a buffer State, under the League of Nations, to the 
north of it. He took leave to remind M. Poincaré of what he had just said 
about the League of Nations. What Government was going to be set up? 
How was the region to maintain itself? (There was only one town of any 
size.) Where was it to find its administration and its staff, and under whose 
mandate would it be? The whole question had been discussed at Paris in 
1919, when the future of this entire area, extending to the zone of the Straits 
and Constantinople, had been under examination. President Wilson had 
favoured the creation of such an autonomous State,® but it was out of the 
question to ask the League to accept the charge of administering the attenu- 
ated area now proposed. 

There was another point of view to be considered, namely, that of Greece. 
We were going to ask the Greeks to withdraw their army with 80,000 
bayonets from Asia Minor, and to give up all claims to Smyrna. The Greeks 

6 See F.R.U.S., 1919, vol. viii, pp. 50-1. 
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were our Allies; the Turks were our enemies, and had caused enormous 
sacrifices to all the Allies. The Greeks really deserved some consideration. 
Were we really to accept the dictation of Mustapha Kemal? Further, how 
was it proposed to carry out the proposal? If the Turks possessed military 
superiority in Asia Minor, the Greeks had it in Thrace. It was all very well 
to draw the Enos—Midia line, but the Greeks would snap their fingers at 
it. A good deal had been said of the danger to Constantinople, and that 
point was worthy of examination. But how was it proposed to turn the 
Greeks out of Thrace altogether? Outside Constantinople there were only a 
few Allied troops in the Straits’ zone, and we did not want to go to war with 
Greece. 

There was another important aspect of the question. The Allies had tried 
laboriously since the war to establish a Balkan equilibrium. Would Rou- 
mania welcome the proposed solution? Would Bulgaria leave the suggested 
buffer State alone with the Greeks remaining in Western Thrace, as the 
French Government still proposed? There would be a Balkan war. Again, 
they should look at the question of population. M. Poincaré had spoken of 
not putting the Armenians in places where they were in a minority. The 
question of population had been argued ad nauseam. ‘There was no doubt 
that before the Balkan wars the Greeks were in a majority in Eastern Thrace 
(see for instance Kiepert’s ethnographical map and other similar maps 
published in the atlas prepared by the Bulgarian Minister at Berlin),7 the 
Turkish figures of 1902 (282,420 Greeks and 261,164 Turks) and of 1894 
(258,766 Greeks and 205,125 Turks) and the Greek figures of 1912.8 He 
would not rely on the latter; they were not wholly impartial. Then came 
the Balkan wars in the course of which, as also in the late war, deportations 
of Greeks by the Turks had taken place on an enormous scale. Since then 
there had been partly Allied and afterwards Greek occupation; the Greeks 
had come back and the Turks had either left or been deported, and to-day 
there was believed to be a Greek majority again in that area. Again, there 
had hitherto been general agreement that the Greeks must remain at 
Smyrna, and yet it was now proposed simultaneously to turn them out from 
there and to put the Turks back on the Northern shore of the Dardanelles 
and the Sea of Marmora. If this were the idea, his country and Government 
would never accept it. 

M. Porncaré said that he had already explained why he had now dropped 
the proposal of the 27th January, 1921[1922]. He did not think he could be 
held to be bound to a particular view. They were all seeking a solution; 
everything was in a state of flux and they could not be bound to any special 
solution. In 1g12, at the London Conference,? the Greeks, the Serbs and 
the Bulgars all claimed Macedonia and Western Thrace. On grounds of 


7 See H. R. Wilkinson, Maps and Politics (Liverpool, 1951), pp. 74-5. 

8 i.e. the Census of the Greek Patriarchate. For comments on these figures, see D. Pent- 
zopoulos, op. cit., pp. 30 ff. 

9 For the discussions at the London Conference, which began at St. James’s Palace on 
December 16, 1912, see Gooch and Temperley, op. cit., vol. ix (Part II), pp. 1026-63. 
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population M. Poincaré thought it useless to settle the question statistically. 
He had before him a Turkish map showing the population of Eastern Thrace 
as 900,000 Moslems and also the properties of Moslems. From this it was 
clear that Thrace was overwhelmingly Turkish. 

Lorp Curzon intervened to point out that his case had rested upon 
Turkish official statistics, and not upon propaganda figures. 

M. Porncareé thought that not much importance could be attached to 
figures. The real question was a military one. Bulgaria, Serbia, Greece and 
Russia all desired Constantinople, and it was necessary to defend the city 
against them, otherwise there would be a big war in the East. He remembered 
M. Veniselos telling him that the Greeks always thought of Constantinople. 
It was necessary to set up something stable in the East and not something 
which would lead the Greeks to attack Constantinople. He proposed that 
they should hear the military authorities. 

Lorp Curzon said that he was quite ready to hear them, but he must 
observe that M. Poincaré was advancing a very serious proposition. A year 
and a half ago at Paris,!° France had been absolutely ready to agree to 
Eastern Thrace becoming Greek, and no question of the danger to Constanti- 
nople had then been raised. He (Lord Curzon) was unable to understand 
these sudden changes. He again asked his colleagues to consider what 
the Greeks would do if they were to propose the Enos—Midia line and the 
buffer State. The Greeks would rather leave Asia Minor in humiliation than 
abandon Eastern Thrace. But who was going to turn them out? Great 
Britain would not assist in the operation. Were France and Italy going to 
undertake it? 

M. Porncaré only wished to say that much had happened since Sévres. 
Advantages were conceded to M. Veniselos, but the return of Constantinople 
had created a new situation. He agreed that it was necessary to find a solution 
which was acceptable to both sides without thinking of coercing either. It 
was not an easy task. 

Lorp Curzon said that it was not a question of individuals, of kings or 
premiers, but of peoples. What M. Poincaré proposed was to put an end to 
the aspirations of the Greeks. He (Lord Curzon) did not wish to see Greece 
at Constantinople, and did not think she would get there, but her ambitions 
lay that way, and it was now proposed at a blow to destroy for ever her 
aspirations. The result would be that the Greeks would fight on. 

M. PorncarE pointed out that when two or three people had the same 
aspirations there was always a difficulty. Russia would come again, so would 
Bulgaria. Because of the ambitions of these Powers, everybody had been 
content before the war to have Turkey at Constantinople. Whoever installed 
himself at Constantinople would have other Powers against him; we must 
not, therefore, give the Greeks an opportunity to think of obtaining Constanti- 
nople. 

Lorp Curzon said that if what M. Poincaré had said about the aspirations 


10 The conditions of peace, which were signed at Sévres on August 10, 1920, had been 
handed to the Turkish Delegation at Paris on May 11 (see Vol. XIII, No. 61). 
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of Bulgaria to Constantinople was true, did he not think that the proposed 
buffer State with Adrianople in it would lead to attack by Bulgaria? Would 
not the buffer State also be open to attack from Turkey and Mustapha 
Kemal, particularly in his present mood? In order to keep the Greeks from 
Constantinople the only proposal put forward was to set up a sham buffer 
State. The buffer State would never be a satisfactory method of defending 
Constantinople. 

M. Poincaré agreed that the buffer State might not be the best solution, 
but it was very difficult to find a good solution in a district with a population 
so racially mixed. The Conference had, however, to find some means of 
defending Constantinople. 

Lorp Curzon said that he thought the way to do this was to draw the 
frontier some way further back from Constantinople than the Chatalja 
lines, or to create a larger demilitarised zone. 


(The Conference then adjourned for a quarter of an hour.) 


On resuming, Marshal Foch, General Gouraud, General Weygand, 
General Sir C. Harington, Colonel Heywood and General Marietti, were 
present. 


Eastern Thrace and the Demilitarised Zone. 


MarsHAL Focu, who was asked to state his views, said that the only 
possible frontiers in Eastern Thrace were the Chatalja lines, the Midia— 
Rodosto line, the Enos—Midia or the Maritza. If the frontiers were Enos— 
Midia or Midia—Rodosto, the Greeks and the Turks would be in contact 
along comparatively long stretches, and it would be difficult to stop them 
fighting, or to provide effectively for the demilitarisation of the Straits zone. 
With Gallipoli under Greek sovereignty and the Greek troops in the proxi- 
mity, they would always be a danger to an Allied garrison. If Gallipoli 
were given to Turkey and Greece placed north of the Enos—Midia, the 
Turks and the Greeks would be in contact at both ends of the Straits, with a 
possibility of fighting opening at any moment. It was for this reason that he 
had proposed to separate Greece from Turkey by a buffer State. If, however, 
political exigencies made it necessary to keep the Greeks in Eastern Thrace, 
another solution would have to be found, but the difficulty would always 
remain of the Turks and Greeks coming to blows and a Greek army being 
stationed somewhere near the gates of Constantinople. He had not yet 
consulted his Allied colleagues. 

Lorp Curzon said that he would first like to ask one or two questions. 
Marshal Foch had said that it would be difficult to maintain Allied troops in 
Gallipoli if it were under Greek sovereignty. He (Lord Curzon) would ask 
the Marshal how it would be possible to maintain troops there if the sove- 
reignty were Turkish. 

Secondly, Marshal Foch had emphasised the danger to Constantinople 
from a Greek attack. He would ask whether it might not be possible to 
preclude this danger without actually expelling the Greeks from Eastern 
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Thrace. It must be remembered that Greece, of all countries in the Mediter- 
ranean, was most at the mercy of the Western Powers who had strong navies. 
If Greece in Thrace was ever a menace or a danger, Allied ships could always 
be sent to the Pirzus and threaten to bombard Athens. 

There was another aspect of the question to which he would invite Marshal 
Foch’s attention. The Greco-Turkish frontier had been placed at Chatalja, 
go miles from Constantinople, then it had been moved back to Midia— 
Rodosto (about 80 miles). It was now stated that neither distance was far 
enough to make Constantinople safe. He (Lord Curzon) had understood 
that Chatalja was a very defensible line, and, in fact, if fortified, nearly 
impregnable. He was, therefore, anxious to obtain military opinion on this 
essentially military question, and as to the number of the miles of plain 
which it was desirable to place between Constantinople and the Turco-Greek 
frontier. The question of establishing a buffer State, which had been raised 
by Marshal Foch, raised many difficulties by no means of a military nature, 
and he feared that no solution would be found in that direction. For the 
rest, he trusted that it would be borne in mind that Greece was, in fact, in 
occupation of Eastern Thrace, and that if it were decided that she should 
leave, as the Marshal had suggested, her troops would have to be turned out. 
How could such action be defended or carried out? 

MarsHac Focu referred to Lord Curzon’s first question. He thought that 
the answer was that we were going by the treaty to impose control over 
the Turks in the Straits area, and we were also going to disarm Turkey. 
As long as Gallipoli was in Greek hands, it would be difficult to demilitarise 
the area. 

Lorp Curzon pointed out that there was general agreement already that 
if Gallipoli were Greek there should be the same extent of demilitarised zone 
on both sides of the Dardanelles. He said that it was in any case far from 
certain that we were going to disarm the Turks to any great extent. How 
was disarmament, in fact, to be carried out? He would recall that the French 
Government, in their recent proposals,!! had actually suggested a larger 
force for Turkey than there was in the Treaty of Sévres, and the continuance 
of conscription. 

M. Poincaré observed that the French Government had modified their 
view about conscription since their note. The Allies were going by some 
means or other to secure a certain measure of disarmament of Turkey, but 
with a common Greek and Turkish frontier there would always be a danger 
of fighting, and we must try and avoid increasing the Greek appetite in the 
direction of Constantinople, which it was in the interests of the Allies to 
defend. 

Marsnat Focu then referred to Lord Curzon’s second question as to the 
possibility of restraining the Greeks from attacking Turkey. He pointed out 
that Chatalja was no longer a military frontier because it was within cannon- 
shot of Constantinople. The minimum distance of the frontier, from this 
point of view, would give Midia—Rodosto. He suggested that it might be 


11 In their Note of January 27 (see No. 514, n. 1). 
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preferable to put the frontier further back, namely, to Enos—Midia, in order 
better to defend Constantinople. 

Lorp Curzon enquired whether the alternative lay between Midia- 
Rodosto and Enos—Midia. Would not the latter line be purely artifical 
with neither strategic, geographical or ethnographical advantages? Geo- 
graphically and ethnographically, it would be like the frontier between 
Canada and the United States. Secondly, the Enos—Midia line would 
mean giving Gallipoli back to Turkey. He would not pursue that question 
at the moment as he had already explained the very grave objections to it. 
But he would ask Marshal Foch whether, from the point of view of the 
danger of allowing the Greeks and Turks to confront each other along a 
stretch of frontier, the Enos—Midia line, which was twice the length of the 
Midia—Rodosto line, would not be vastly the more dangerous. 

MarsHAL Focu said that he had only given general indications of his 
views, and that he would like to study the question of how best to find a 
frontier which would keep the Greeks the proper distance from Constan- 
tinople. The difficulty, however, remained, that there could be no cessation 
of fighting so long as the Greeks and Turks confronted one another. What- 
ever the frontier were the Allies would remain confronted with this difficulty 
in endeavouring effectively to demilitarise the northern shores of the Straits 
waters. 

Lorp Curzon enquired whether, supposing the Enos—Midia line were 
accepted and Gallipoli and the northern shores of the Mamora returned to 
Turkey, the Allied troops would be stationed at Gallipoli and Rodosto, 
or would the Turks be allowed to take their troops back to the north 
of the Straits? He was anxious to find out the real military opinion on this 
point. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER observed that the Allies had two aims, namely, to 
protect Constantinople being attacked by the Greeks, and not to leave the 
northern shores of the Dardanelles and the Sea of Mamora in the hands of 
the Greeks. These two objects must be conciliated. 

MarsHat Focu thought that the only way of preventing the Turks 
menacing the freedom of the Straits was to remove the Greeks from that 
area, but he would like to study the question further. 

M. PorncarRE enquired whether Lord Curzon would have any objection 
to the demilitarisation of both sides of the Greco-Turkish frontier under the 
zgis of the League of Nations. 

Lorp Curzon said he would have none if means could be found to enable 
the League of Nations to attain that object. 

M. Porncaré thought that it might be possible to arrange this, but the 
difficulty really was that if the whole of Eastern Thrace was demilitarised, 
which would be the best solution, Bulgaria, with an army much reduced 
but still large, would be a threat to Thrace. 

At Lord Curzon’s request, GENERAL HARINGTON explained that he had 
been responsible as Commander-in-chief of the Allied troops for the defence 
of Constantinople, and, speaking as a soldier and if he was in the position of 
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Turkey, he would certainly say that the only two military frontiers were the 
Chatalja lines or the Maritza. As Lord Curzon had said, all other lines 
between these were based on grounds of expediency rather than strategy. 
From the military point of view, he did not think that Chatalja was now a 
good frontier, as it was too close to Constantinople. For the practical purposes 
of the present discussion, however, the Maritza, as a frontier, was too far 
from Constantinople. With reference to Lord Curzon’s question as to how 
far the frontier should be pushed back from the Chatalja lines, he thought 
that the Midia—Rodosto line would be far enough, and it would give the 
Turks time to defend themselves by pushing troops up from Chatalja or 
Constantinople. 

For the rest, General Harington thought that it was essential that we 
should be fair to the Greeks, and that it must be remembered that in the 
last resort we could always keep them under control by pressure from the sea. 

MarsHAL Focu suggested that General Harington, General Marietti and 
himself should now examine the question of a suitable frontier. 

GENERAL MarieTTIstated that he entirely agreed with General Harington’s 
views, but thought that before the military experts examined the question 
a political decision should be reached and some indication given to them as 
to the precise frontier desired. 

GENERAL GouRAUD also agreed with the views expressed by General 
Harington and General Marietti, but he suggested that Lord Curzon’s 
object might best be achieved by a buffer State. 

M. Poincarg, in reply to General Gouraud, briefly reviewed the various 
objections, ethnographical and technical, to a buffer State, which Lord 
Curzon had already stated. 

Lorp Curzon said that it was necessary to draw distinctions between a 
neutral zone and a buffer State. The latter was, in his opinion, impossible 
for the reasons which he had already given and which M. Poincaré had 
correctly summarised. He understood that Marshal Foch and the Allied 
Military Advisers were to examine the question of a neutral zone, but not 
of a buffer State. 

GENERAL GouRAUD admitted that a neutral zone, which provided for the 
absence of Greek and Turkish soldiers, would suffice. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER then suggested that the frontier might run from the 
Marmora to the Black Sea, and that the neutral zone to be created should 
be on both sides of the frontier. 

Lorp Curzon said that he would first like to put one question to Marshal 
Foch, and that was, What steps were the three Allies to take to force Greece 
to retire from Eastern Thrace if the buffer State were to be created? 

MarsHAL Focu said that it was impossible for the Allies to force the Greeks 
to take this step. 

M. PorncarE agreed, but said that he would make the same reservation 
as regards Turkey. 

The military advisers then withdrew to consider the question of the 
frontier and the neutral zone in the sense of the previous discussion. 
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Communication to the Press. 


The conference agreed on the following communication to the press:— 
‘The three Ministers for Foreign Affairs have examined the question 
of Thrace and the Straits, and have heard the views of Marshal Foch, 
General Gouraud, General Sir C. Harington and General Marietti, to 
whom they have referred the examination of certain military aspects of 
the question.’ 


Armenia. 


M. Porncaré read a letter from representatives of the French Armenian 
community, which corroborated his point of that morning that they really 
desired a home on the north-eastern confines of Turkey.!2 

Lorp Curzon stated that he also had received a letter from representatives 
of the Armenians now in England, which equally spoke of their aspirations for 
a home in the south of Asia Minor.'3 

It was decided to make no communication to the press on the question of 
Armenia, as it would be difficult to avoid questions as to the precise decisions 
reached, and it was not intended to disclose these until a general communi- 
cation was made to the Greeks and the Turks. 

It was, however, decided to add to the above communiqué the following :— 


‘At their meeting in the morning, M. Poincaré, Lord Curzon and Signor 
Schanzer began the study of the financial questions, and have charged 
their experts to elaborate certain points.’ 


SIGNOR SCHANZER raised the question which he had raised that morning, 
namely, as to the precise meaning of the phrase in the armistice terms pro- 
posed to the Greeks and the Turks, from which he had inferred that the 
Greeks should not be allowed to move any units from their front during the 
armistice. He understood that Marshal Foch, to whom General Marietti 
had referred the point, had informed him that he (Signor Schanzer) had 
correctly interpreted the meaning of this clause. 

It was decided to consider the matter further in the morning, as it was 
uncertain whether the British military adviser had also been consulted. 


(The meeting then adjourned.) 


12M. Poincaré was presumably referring to a letter of March 24 from M. Aharonian, 
styling himself President of the Delegation of the Armenian Republic. A copy of this letter, 
not printed, was communicated by M. Aharonian to Lord Curzon. 

13 Lord Curzon was probably referring to a Memorandum of January jo from the 
‘Delegation of the Armenian Republic to the Peace Conference’. A copy of this Memo- 
randum was communicated to the Foreign Office on February 8 by General Bagratouni. 
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Minutes of the Sixth Meeting of Foreign Ministers at the Quai d’Orsay at 
10.30 a.m., March 25, 1922 (Received at the Foreign Office, April 3) 


[E 3508/5/44] 
PRESENT: France: M. Poincaré, M. de Peretti de la Rocca, M. Bargeton. 


Great Britain: The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston, Mr. R. G. Van- 
sittart, Mr. E. G. Forbes Adam. 

Italy: Signor Schanzer, Marquis Visconti-Venosta, Signor Gua- 
riglia. 

INTERPRETER, M. Camerlynck. 


Present at the discussion of the question of Eastern Thrace :— 


Marshal Foch. General Sir C. Harington. 
General Weygand. Colonel Heywood. 
Colonel Georges. General Marietti. 

Present at the discussion of the question of Turkish finance :— 
Mr. Armitage-Smith. M. Bexon. 
Sir Adam Block. M. Nogara. 


M. des Closiéres. 


Armenta. 


M. Poincare opened the proceedings by raising the question of procedure 
in referring the matter of Armenia to the League of Nations, as decided the 
day before. He suggested that it would be better to refer it specifically to the 
Council of the League than to the Assembly. It would receive more careful 
consideration in the former case. 

Lorp Curzon pointed out that all similar communications made by the 
Supreme Council previously to the League of Nations had been sent to the 
Council, and not the Assembly, and that the latter only met once a year. It 
was therefore in accordance with precedent and expediency to refer the 
question to the Council. 

This was agreed to. 


Finance. 


At the request of M. Poincaré, M. pes CLostérEs read the recommendations 
of the financial experts (see Annex 1), and explained briefly the system on 
which the experts had conducted their deliberations, namely, to outline the 
general principles of a settlement and to avoid, as far as possible, the question 
of details, on which there might still be differences of opinion when the 
principles were elaborated into a treaty. The essential thing was that the 
experts had agreed to a number of concessions to be made to Turkey. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER said that he accepted the general lines of these proposals, 
but he desired that the formula (see Annex 2) which was to take the place 
eventually of article 239 of the Treaty of Sévres, which had been informally 
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agreed upon by the Allied financial experts, should also be inserted in the 
financial recommendations. Further, he would like the three Foreign 
Ministers to agree upon another article which was to be added to the Tri- 
partite Agreement to harmonise with the general financial recommendations, 
and provide for the contingency of the Liquidation Commission coming to 
an end at an early date. He had prepared a formula, which he submitted to 
the conference (see Annex 3). 

Lorp Curzon said that he would like, in the first place, to ask the financial 
experts to give some general idea of how the finances of Turkey were to be 
managed in future. He understood that the principle of their recommenda- 
tions was that the Financial Commission of the Treaty of Sévres was to 
disappear, and a kind of reparation commission was to be substituted. 
Under the Treaty of Sévres the Financial Commission had been given 
complete control over the revenue and expenditure of Turkey. It was now 
generally realised that this was impracticable and perhaps unwise. But he 
trusted that this consideration would not be explicitly mentioned in any 
communication which was to be made to the Turks. The preamble to the 
financial recommendations should therefore be omitted from any com- 
munication made outside the Conference Chamber. The second point 
which he wished to put was as to the powers of the new Debt Council. 
Thirdly, there was the question whether any control was to be exercised 
over Turkish finances in the revised commission other than that provided by 
the Debt Council and the Commission of Liquidation. He quite agreed 
that Signor Schanzer’s point as to the clause regarding concessions was 
important, but it was subordinate to these general considerations. 

M. ves CrosiéREs explained that the experts had unanimously agreed 
that it was preferable not to try to impose any large measure of control over 
Turkish finances, and that, in the circumstances, the Debt Council should 
be retained as under the decree of Moharrem.' The just claims of Allied 
Nationals, and the expenses of Allied occupation of Turkish territory should, 
however, be provided for, and this was being done through the Liquidation 
Commission. Lord Curzon was therefore right in suggesting that no effective 
control over Turkish finances was being established by the new recommen- 
dations. 

With reference to Lord Curzon’s point regarding the preamble, the 
experts had only intended this to be an indication of their views to the 
conference, not to be published outside. For the rest, under their proposals, 
the Liquidation Commission was only intended to last until the Allied war debt 
was liquidated. If that happened soon, it would be necessary to provide for 
the contingency which Signor Schanzer’s second proposal (see Annex 3) 
was intended to meet. 

In reply to a further question by Lord Curzon, M. des Closiéres said that 
the sum named by the experts should not prove too large for Turkey to pay. 


t This decree (December 20, 1881) granted to the Ottoman Public Debt, an institution 
consisting of the holders of Turkish bonds, the right to collect and administer certain State 
revenues. 
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Latitude had been given, however, to that commission to modify the total, 
if, for instance, the areas remaining to Turkey and devastated during the 
war did not recover quickly. 

M. PorncaRE pointed out that it might be necessary, when the clauses were 
elaborated, to change the words ‘pounds sterling’ to ‘gold francs’. 

Lorp Curzon enquired whether the experts thought that an early execu- 
tion of their recommendations, if embodied in the new treaty, was possible 
as long as two Governments existed in Turkey. 

M. pDEs CLosi&ReEs agreed that unification of the two Governments was 
essential before the financial clauses could be executed. 

Lorp Curzon then referred to article 6 of the National Pact, and enquired 
whether the financial experts thought that, in principle, and from the point 
of view of that article, their recommendations would prove acceptable to 
Turkey. 

M. pes CrosiEREs said that he thought they should prove acceptable to 
Turkey, and, he added, in reply to an enquiry from Signor Schanzer, that 
he thought the new formula proposed by the Italian Government regarding 
concessions (see Annex 2), which provided that the Liquidation Commission 
should give an opinion on concessions but retain no veto, might also, under 
certain circumstances, be accepted by Turkey. 

The financial recommendations of the Allied experts were adopted. 

A discussion then followed on the two articles proposed by Signor Schanzer 
(see Annexes 2 and 3). 

M. Poincare said that he saw no objection, in principle, to the article to be 
added to the Tripartite Agreement, as this would not, in any case, be com- 
municated to Turkey. He thought, however, that the formula proposed for 
the article regarding concessions in the new treaty should be more attenuated 
in drafting. For instance, Turkey would never accept the imposition of 
permanent representatives attached to the department of Turkish Govern- 
ment concerned with concessions. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER pointed out that his formula was considerably weaker 
than article 239 of the Treaty of Sévres. With their experience of Turkish 
administration, it was essential to bind the Turkish Government down in its 
relations with the commission on the question of concessions. 

M. Poincaré then raised the question of the number of representatives to 
be attached to Turkish departments by the Liquidation Commission under 
Signor Schanzer’s article. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER explained that it was intended only to appoint one 
representative who would be responsible for a liaison with all the depart- 
ments concerned. When the financial clauses were elaborated in the final 
treaty, it would probably be provided also that the Commission de Liquida- 
tion should appoint the controller of the Turkish customs, and perhaps of 
some other Turkish services, as in the Treaty of Sévres. There would be 
good reason for this, because it was proposed that the Turkish Government 
should, in the new treaty, cede the control over all the customs to the Com- 
mission. The control was absolutely essential in order to prevent the Turkish 


723 


Government from appropriating revenues for other purposes, and if there 
were no delegate attached by the Commission of Liquidation to the Turkish 
Ministry of Public Works, the Allies would have no say whatever in the 
matter of concessions, and this was in the interest of neither Turkey nor of 
the Allies. 

M. Poincaré pointed out that there was general agreement as to the first 
paragraph of the formula proposed to take the place of article 239 of the 
Treaty of Sévres, but he must maintain that the Allies should not try to 
impose upon Turkey a permanent control over her public services, which 
seemed to be suggested by that paragraph. 

Lorp Curzon suggested that there was some misunderstanding as to the 
intention of the second paragraph. He thought Signor Schanzer had inten- 
ded, not several delegates, but only one delegate, who would act as a 
liaison with the various departments of the Turkish Government who were 
concerned with the concessions. 

M. Poincaré agreed, but thought the point might be met by a redraft, 
which would attain, in an attenuated form, the object desired by Signor 
Schanzer. 

After some discussion the formula was agreed to, subject to the provisos 
that in the first paragraph of Signor Schanzer’s article, the words ‘devra 
demander’ should be substituted for the words ‘soumettra a’, and that in the 
second paragraph the words ‘Le Gouvernement ottoman devra en outre 
donner 4 la commission et 4 son représentant toutes les facilités nécessaires 
pour |’accomplissement de sa mission auprés des administrations intéress¢es,’ 
should be substituted for the words ‘le Gouvernement ottoman . . . compé- 
tent’. 

SicNoR SCHANZER then read the text of a special agreement which he 
proposed that the three Foreign Ministers should sign, providing for the 
continuance of the principles embodied in the Tripartite Agreement, as 
between the Allies, in the event of the Commission of Liquidation, contem- 
plated in the new treaty, coming to an end (see Annex 3). 

Lorp Curzon said he had no objection, in principle, to signing this 
agreement, but pointed out that Great Britain, as a matter of fact, had no 
zone of economic priority, and that only France and Italy stood to benefit 
by the article. It must also be borne in mind that the Allies had no right 
and no power to insist upon Turkey granting concessions to one or other of 
them. The Tripartite was only binding as between the Powers themselves. 

Further discussion of the article and its signature was deferred until the 
afternoon meeting. 


Thrace. 


At this stage the military experts, who had arrived at a decision regarding 
the frontier in Thrace, entered the room. 

Marsuat Focu explained briefly the frontier between Greece and Turkey 
in Eastern Thrace, which the Allied military experts recommended in 
accordance with the views expressed by the three Foreign Ministers on the 
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previous day. The line which they suggested would start from a point just 
east of the Gallipoli Peninsula near Ganos and west of Rodosto, and then 
run north-east of the Maritsa to the west of the towns of Baba Eski and Kirk 
Kilisse to the Bulgarian frontier in the neighbourhood of the Stranja mountain 
range. Both sides of this frontier would be demilitarised, and in the district 
round Adrianople itself Greece would be allowed to retain troops in order 
that she would be able to defend the western half of Eastern Thrace, which 
she was to retain against Bulgaria. Under this plan Rodosto would become 
Turkish, and the Greek territory west of the Greco-Turkish frontier would 
then be separated from its port. This raised an economical question, which 
the military experts were not competent to decide. 

In reply to an enquiry by Lord Curzon, he added that it was intended to 
demilitarise equally the whole of Turkish Eastern Thrace and the whole of 
Greek Eastern Thrace, except her special area round Adrianople, left as a 
defence against Bulgaria. 

Lorp Curzon thanked Marshal Foch and the military experts for their 
careful study of this question. He understood the military reasons which 
had led the experts to choose this line, but he must point out that the sur- 
render to Turkey of Rodosto—which might become valuable as a port and 
which had been given to Greece under the Treaty of Sévres—might well 
Cause a grievance to the Greeks, analogous to that already caused to Bulgaria 
by the loss of Dedeagatch. 

The second criticism which he had to make was that the line proposed by 
Marshal Foch left two important towns (Baba Eski and Kirk Kilisse) in 
Turkish Thrace. He did not think it quite fair, while leaving Greece the 
area round Adrianople, to take away from them [sic] these two important 
towns with a considerable Greek population. 

His third point was that genuine hostility between Bulgaria and Greece, 
owing to past history in the Balkans, existed, and would probably continue 
to exist in that part of the world. There was a real danger in the continuous 
intrigues between Bulgaria and Turkey, both anxious to drive Greece 
respectively from Western and Eastern Thrace. It seemed to Lord Curzon, 
therefore, that it was essential to reduce the common Turco-Bulgarian 
frontier as much as possible. 

There was a last point to which he would draw attention, and that was 
the question of railway connection. The transcontinental line from Adrianople 
to Constantinople would pass from Greek into Turkish territory in the 
neighbourhood of Baba Eski; but there was no railway connection between 
Western Thrace and the area between the Maritsa River and Rodosto, 
which was the natural easterly debouchure of this area. If Rodosto were left 
to Greece, a line would probably soon be built, running from Rodosto to 
the nearest point on the Adrianople-Constantinople Railway at Muradl. 
He understood that this could easily be constructed if the funds were forth- 
coming. 

To sum up, he thought that the objections he had raised could be met by 
leaving Rodosto on the Greek side of the new frontier, and making the latter 
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go east of the towns of Baba Eski and Kirk Kilisse, so as to join the Bulgarian 
frontier in the Stranja district. Rodosto would be in the demilitarised zone, 
and no Greek warships would be allowed there under the Straits provisions 
of the Treaty of Sévres which, in essentials, would be presumably maintained. 
Greek administration at Rodosto could, in itself, be no danger to Turkey. 

M. PorncarE admitted that there was force in Lord Curzon’s arguments, 
but thought that the Turco-Bulgarian frontier would not really be long 
enough, under the present proposal of the military experts, to prove a danger 
to Greece. If the Greek frontier with Bulgaria were prolonged, as Lord 
Curzon had suggested, Greece might find it disadvantageous to have so long 
a stretch to defend. For the rest, he did not think that the economic argu- 
ment regarding the Greek area in Rodosto could be pressed very far. In 
leaving Adrianople to Greece we were really doing something disagreeable 
to Turkey, all the more that Adrianople was, in some sense, a holy city. 
The Allies would find difficulty in imposing the treaty in any case, and must 
make their proposals as acceptable as possible. 

Lorp Curzon agreed that we had to make our proposals as acceptable 
as possible to both parties, but the Allies must also bear in mind that the 
Greeks were now in complete occupation of Eastern and Western Thrace 
and of the towns which the military experts now proposed to cede to Turkey. 
She had been given to believe that, even if the Sévres frontier were modified, 
she would receive something like the Midia—Rodosto line. If she were now 
asked to yield more territory and at the same time were told to evacuate 
completely Asia Minor, with no special régime for Smyrna, she would 
probably refuse to make the further concessions demanded by the Allies. 
The Allies would then find themselves in the position of being unable to 
enforce their demands on Greece. 

M. PoincarE pointed out that, as Lord Curzon had himself said the day 
before, Greece could be coerced, as a last resort, only by Allied naval pressure 
at Athens. 

Lorp Curzon observed that he had used this argument, not in connection 
with enforcing unjust modifications of the Treaty of Sévres upon Greece, 
but in connection with the possibility of a future attack by Greece upon 
Constantinople after the treaty was in force. 

For the rest, he understood that M. Poincaré had admitted that no 
forcible measures could now be taken by the Allies against either belligerent 
in so far as enforcing peace terms was concerned. He would now ask Marshal 
Foch whether a frontier of a less objectionable nature than that which he 
had sketched above could not be found. 

MarsHAL Focu replied that he did not think the frontier which Lord 
Curzon had suggested east of Rodosto would be so strong, from a military 
point of view, as that proposed by the Allied military experts. They had 
specially looked for high ground, and the new line would lie mostly in flat 
country and would require troops to defend it. This observation applied to 
the Rodosto end of the line. 

Lorp Curzon asked whether it would not be possible, leaving aside for 
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the moment the question of Rodosto, to trace a new line up to the Bulgarian 
frontier on equally high ground, but more to the east than the military 
experts had proposed. 

MarsHAL Focu thought that it would be quite possible to do this. 

GENERAL MarieETTI agreed, and suggested that the line proposed by the 
military experts might be switched back from a point on the Constantinople— 
Adrianople Railway northwards east of Kirk Kilisse to the Bulgarian frontier. 

Lorp Curzon suggested that the military experts might try and find a 
solution on the lines which both Marshal Foch and General Marietti seemed 
to think practicable. As to Rodosto, if it were to remain Turkish, Lord Curzon 
thought that all facilities on the Adrianople—Constantinople Railway east 
of the new frontier should be given to Greece to enable her to use the port of 
Rodosto, and on any line or road which might be made from that railway to 
the port. Greece should, in fact, be given the special position in that port, 
which was to be given to Bulgaria at Dedeagatch. He would first, however, like 
to know whether Rodosto was likely to develop into a port of importance 
and whether a railway could easily be built to the north of the town. 

CoLoneL Georces and CoLoneL HEywoop, who had personal know- 
ledge of the ‘terrain,’ agreed that it was quite possible, and, indeed, perhaps 
more practicable, to develop a port at Rodosto than at Dedeagatch. The 
hinterland would enable a railway to be built, but the traffic would not be 
likely to recoup the cost, and improved road communication would be 
preferable. 

In principle, the frontier proposed by the military experts, with the 
modifications suggested by Lord Curzon, was then adopted, the military 
experts being asked to draw up a rough map for the next meeting of the 
conference in the afternoon. 


ANNEX I TO No. 565 


Les circonstances actuelles ne permettent plus l’établissement d’un contréle 
effectif sur les finances et l’administration ottomanes. Dans ces conditions, 
la création d’une commission financiére qui ne posséderait que des pouvoirs 
insuffisants, et ne pourra, par conséquent, exercer qu’une action illusoire 
doit étre abandonnée. 

Comme, d’un autre cété, il serait impolitique de proposer des mesures de 
nature a soulever contre le Traité de Paix le nationalisme turc, les experts 
soussignés soumettent les propositions suivantes: 

1. Il ne sera pas prévu dans le Traité de Paix un contrdle général sur les 
finances ottomanes. 

2. Le décret de Mouharrem, les décrets annexes, ainsi que tous les contrats 
des emprunts énumérés a |’Annexe 1 des clauses financiéres sont confirmés. 

3. Il sera tenu, cependant, compte des décisions du Traité de Versailles 
supprimant les fonctions de délégués allemands et autrichiens au conseil de la 
Dette publique ottomane. 

4. Le principe des parts contributives a verser par les provinces détachées 
de Empire ottoman et leur mode de calcul sont maintenus. 


727 


5. Pour le réglement des frais d’occupation militaires des Puissances 
alliées depuis l’armistice jusqu’a la mise en vigueur du Traité de Paix et aprés 
la mise en vigueur du traité, ainsi que les réclamations des ressortissants 
alliés pour dommages subis antérieurement a la mise en vigueur du présent 
traité, il sera créé une Commission de Liquidation composée des représentants 
des trois principales Puissances alliées, qui aura les attributions plus loin. 

6. La Turquie s’engage 4 verser 4 cette Commission de Liquidation 
pendant vingt années une annuité de 5,000,000/.2 Toutefois, pendant les 
premiéres années, la commission aura le droit de ne réclamer a la Turquie 
qu’une somme de 3,000,000/. par an, étant entendu que la différence 
entre la somme totale due par la Turquie, soit 5,000,000/., et ladite somme 
de 3,000,000l., sera répartie sur les années suivantes. 

7. Pour assurer le paiement de cette annuité, le Gouvernement ottoman 
devra affecter irrévocablement en garantie les excédents restant libres, des 
revenus de la douane, de la dime, et de |’aghnam, ainsi que la part du 
Gouvernement dans le produit des concessions existantes ou a créer. 

8. La commission déterminera les moyens qu’elle jugera opportuns pour 
assurer la gestion des revenus donnés en gage. 


ANNEX 2 TO No. 565 
Formula to replace Article 239 of the Treaty of Sévres 


Le Gouvernement ottoman soumettra a4 l’avis de la Commission de 
Liquidation, avant promulgation, les contrats des nouvelles concessions ou de 
prorogation des concessions existantes 4 accorder en faveur de ressortissants 
ottomans ou de tous autres. 

Afin de permettre 4 la Commission financiére d’accomplir la mission en 
connaissance de cause, le Gouvernement ottoman donnera toutes les facilités 
requises au représentant que la commission désignera auprés du Départe- 
ment ministériel compétent. 


ANNEX 3 TO No. 565 
Accord particulter 
(Annexe a |’Accord tripartite.) 


Dans les cas ot la Commission de Liquidation cesserait de fonctionner et 
avant la cessation de ses fonctions, les trois principales Puissances alliées se 
concerteraient sur les mesures a prendre pour assurer par d’autres moyens 
que ceux prévus au Traité de Paix avec la Turquie l’exécution de l’Accord 
tripartite en ce qui concerne les concessions réservées a chacune des dites 
Puissances. 


2 Note on original: ‘Le montant de l’annuité ci-dessus sera partagé entre les trois Puissances 
conformément 4 un arrangement 4 intervenir ultérieurement entre elles sur la base des 
comptes présentés par chacune d’elles et des réclamations de leurs ressortissants.’ 
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No. 566 


Minutes of the Seventh Meeting of Foreign Ministers at the Quat d’ Orsay at 
3 p.m., March 25, 1922 (Received at the Foreign Office, April 3) 


[E 3509/5/44] 


PRESENT: France: M. Poincaré, M. de Peretti de la Rocca, M. Bargeton. 
Great Britain: The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston, Mr. R. G. Van- 
sittart, Mr. E. G. Forbes Adam. 
Italy: Signor Schanzer, Marquis Visconti-Venosta, Signor Gua- 
riglia. 
INTERPRETER, M. Camerlynck. 
There were also present for the question of Eastern Thrace and the 
demilitarised zones :— 


Marshal Foch. General Sir C, Harington. 
General Gouraud. Colonel Heywood. 
General Weygand. General Marietti. 
Colonel Georges. 

Greece and the Armistice. 


Lorp Curzon informed his colleagues that he had received a telegram 
from Athens! which indicated that the Greek answer to the Allied proposals 
for an armistice would be favourable. 


Italian proposal for an article to be added to the Tripartite Agreement. 


M. Porncaré referred to the Italian proposal for an article to be added to 
the Tripartite Agreement (Annex 3 to the Minutes of the Sixth Meeting),? 
and suggested that the wording of the last phrase should run as follows :— 


“Les engagements pris par lesdites Puissances les unes vis-a-vis de |’autre, 
en vertu de l’accord en date du 10 aoatt 1920, dit Accord tripartite.’ 


This wording was adopted, and it was agreed that the article should be 
signed at once in the form of a special agreement (see Annex 1). 

M. Porcaré said that the questions still remaining to be discussed were 
Thrace, Smyrna, the military clauses, the Capitulations, and the Straits, 
which was still being examined by the military experts. 


Thrace. 


Lorp Curzon explained that since that morning he had made further 
enquiries relating to the railway from Muradli to Rodosto. In consequence 
of these enquiries, he was of opinion that it was essential to provide economic 
facilities for Greece in the port and on any railway or road that might be 
made to it. It appeared that Rodosto had a trade of 1,000,000l. per annum 
before the war. 


' Not traced in the Foreign Office archives. 2 No. 565. 
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Adrianople. 


M. Porncaré raised the question of Adrianople, and urged the necessity 
of special safeguards for the Moslem majority there. 

Lorp Curzon pointed out that when the conference was discussing the 
future of Smyrna he had raised the question of the necessity of a special 
régime for the Smyrna area, and M. Poincaré had raised objections to such a 
proposal. In view of the minority formula which had now been adopted, 
the necessity for a special régime for Smyrna had diminished, but it was 
impossible to legislate specially for Adrianople if they were not to take 
similar action in the case of Smyrna. For the rest, he had recently received 
a letter} from a British official which gave the present figures of the popula- 
tion of Adrianople as about 23,000 Greeks, 9,000 Moslems and 4,000 Jews, 
so it was probable that no Moslem majority existed to-day. Moslem rights, 
in relation both to political matters and to mosques, had been specially safe- 
guarded in the Minorities Treaty with Greece, article 15 of which referred 
expressly to Adrianople. 

M. Poincaré agreed that it was not necessary to do more for Adrianople 
than for Smyrna, but they might perhaps make it clear in the communication 
to the Turks that special arrangements were to be made for Adrianople. 

Lorp Curzon suggested that it might be better to wait until they could 
elaborate the terms of peace with the Turks and the Greeks. If necessary, 
the same special régime, mutatis mutandis, could then be arranged for both 
Smyrna and Adrianople. 

M. Poincare agreed, but they must remember that the French Parliament 
might want to elaborate the provisions of the Greek Minorities Treaty, 
which was not yet ratified. 

Lorp Curzon said that he did not wish to exclude this possibility, but he 
would point out that the Greek Minorities Treaty contained very stringent 
provisions as to the protection of minorities, especially Moslem minorities, 
and the question as to how and to what extent the treaty shall be recon- 
sidered must be approached with caution. For the present it was only needful 
for the Allies to say that they were prepared, if necessary, to make special 
arrangements for the protection and due representation of the different 
social and religious elements in Adrianople. This was a slight development 
of article 15 of the treaty. 

The following formula was finally agreed upon :— 


‘When the Treaty of Peace is drawn up, the three Powers will be ready 
to secure special protection and adequate representation for the different 
social and religious elements in the two towns of Adrianople and Smyrna.’ 


Military Clauses and Conscription. 


Lorp Curzon urged that, in spite of the Turkish desire to maintain 
conscription, the Allies should take a firm line on this subject. In the first 


3 Cf. No. 530, n. 1. 
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place, the abolition of conscription had been forced upon Bulgaria and the 
other enemy States by the respective treaties of peace. Secondly, conscription 
kad been used in Turkey either as an instrument of oppression to minority 
communities, as for instance, by forcing Christians into labour gangs, or 
as a means of extorting heavy bribes as the price of exemption. Thirdly, the 
abolition of conscription would be in the best interests of the Turkish peasant; 
there were rich areas in Asia Minor almost deserted of inhabitants, who had 
been forced into the army. The disappearance of conscription would thus be 
to the advantage both of the Allies and of Turkey. 

M. Porncark said that, while appreciating the difficulty of imposing the 
abolition of conscription on Turkey, he had, after discussion with Marshal 
Foch and his military experts, already yielded to Lord Curzon’s reasoning. 
Any other course would certainly produce difficulties with Bulgaria. The 
Allies should consider the question of allowing a certain interval of time 
before the abolition of conscription was to be completed. 

Lorp Curzon agreed that some interval would be necessary. Another 
method (of securing Turkey’s acceptance) was to increase somewhat the 
voluntary army which Turkey was permitted to retain. Under the Treaty of 
Sévres the total number of men allowed, including all the elements of the 
army (gendarmerie, &c.) was 50,000. At the discussion in London in March 
1921 it had been proposed to increase this number to 75,000,4 and perhaps 
some further increase might now be allowed. In both these respects conces- 
sions might be made to Turkey, but before deciding, the military experts 
should be heard. There was, however, one further point about the gendar- 
merie. Both in the Treaty of Sévres and at the London Conference of March 
1921, the Allies had stipulated for the employment of foreign officers to 
reorganise the gendarmerie, though, according to the proposals of March 
19214 the number of such officers was to be reduced. Yesterday, however, 
M. Poincaré had spoken as if there need be no foreign officers in the Turkish 
gendarmerie. Was this really to be the case? If so, it would be very difficult 
to ensure the protection of minorities. 

M. Poincare said that the Angora Agreement—the negotiation of which 
was entirely contrary to his, M. Poincaré’s, views—provided for foreign 
instructors in the Turkish gendarmerie schools, but not for foreign officers 
in the gendarmerie itself. ‘These provisions might be maintained and Turkey 
left to ask for foreign officers if she wanted them. It was impossible both 
to abolish conscription and to impose foreign officers on Turkey. 

Lorp Curzon wished to refer for the moment to the Angora Agreement. 
He had not specifically raised the point before, but he must in this connection 
refer to the exchange of letters between Yussuf Kemal and M. Franklin- 
Bouillon.’ The former had said that he desired to have French specialist officers 
as instructors in the gendarmerie schools, and M. Franklin-Bouillon had 
acknowledged the letter. He, Lord Curzon, asked whether it was intended 
to send French alone, or French, Italian and British officers to the gendar- 
merie schools as instructors. He knew from his own experience that such 

4 See Vol. XV, No. 53, Appendix 2. 5 See No. 484. 


731 


instructors would really be officers who took the field with the gendarmerie 
itself, and he asked whether that was what the Allies intended. 

M. Poincaré said that M. Franklin-Bouillon had had a difficulty with the 
French Parliament, and had explained both to that body and to himself that 
the Turkish Government were only willing to choose foreign officers themselves 
and only as instructors in the schools. These officers would only be employed 
for training purposes. 

Lorp Curzon enquired whether the Angora Agreement meant in fact a 
monopoly of French gendarmerie officers. It would appear that this was the 
case, in view of Colonel Sarrau’s reference to himself as head of the Turkish 
gendarmerie in Anatolia. He, Lord Curzon, would like to be clear as to 
how each Ally was to stand towards the others in this matter. Would each 
Ally provide officers on an equal basis? Though important, this matter was 
of less moment than the general question whether or not foreign officers 
should be provided for the Turkish gedarmerie in the present treaty. 

M. Porncarsé said that Colonel Sarrau’s position was quite independent 
of the Angora Treaty and was due to an anterior agreement. As regards the 
exchange of letters between Yussuf Kemal and M. Franklin-Bouillon about 
the gendarmerie instructors, he assured Lord Curzon and Signor Schanzer 
that there was nothing in those letters contrary to the pledge given by France 
to Great Britain and Italy in the Sévres settlement. The matter would have 
to be made clear in the final treaty. 

Lorp Curzon thanked M. Poincaré for this assurance. He desired to 
point out that Colonel Sarrau’s present claim seemed to be an entirely novel 
one, and he had had difficulties with the Head of the Inter-Allied Gendar- 
merie Commission and its French president, General Filonneau. 

For the rest, he (Lord Curzon) would like to be clear whether or not the 
Allies were really going to pursue an inter-Allied policy with regard to these 
officers, and whether they were to be only instructors or really officers. 

M. PorncaRE assumed that we must pursue a common allied policy, and 
the Allies, acting together, must secure in the final treaty what France had 
been promised at Angora. 

Lorp Curzon said that he understood M. Poincaré to have admitted 
three general points :-— 


1. The Angora Agreement had been concluded, so far as the question of 
the gendarmerie was concerned, without the consent of the French 
Government. 

2. No claim was made by France for any monopoly or privilege of gen- 
darmerie officers or instructors outside the French zone. 

3. The question of providing such officers or instructors could only be 
resolved by a common inter-Allied policy. 


He suggested that the Allied military experts should now consider whether 
article 159 of the Treaty of Sévres should be retained in the new treaty, 
together with the general question of the attachment of foreign officers to 
the Turkish gendarmerie and other elements. 
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Evacuation of Anatolia. 


(At this stage M. Porncars read the decision of the military advisers as to 
the interpretation of the article in the armistice dealing with the removal of 
troops from the Anatolian front. Their interpretation of it was as follows :— 

‘Aucune unité tactique pourrait étre enlevée pour étre envoyée ailleurs.’) 


Demilttarisation of Eastern Thrace. 


GENERAL WEYGAND read article by article the proposals of the military 
advisers as to the demilitarisation of Eastern Thrace and the zone of the 
Straits (see Annex 2).6 He explained that the article intended to replace 
article 161 of the Treaty of Sévres referred only to the demilitarised zone as 
defined in article 178 of the Treaty of Sévres. 

Lorp Curzon enquired whether the reference was to the larger zone of 
the Treaty of Sévres or to the smaller zone proposed in London in March 
1921.7 

GENERAL WEYGAND explained that it was neither; it was the zone defined 
lower down in the proposal of the military advisers. 

M. Porncare said that there was a fault in the drafting; it should read 
“qui sont ou seront occupés’. 

Lorp Curzon asked why the words ‘gendarmerie under inter-Alhed 
command’ had been left out of paragraph 3 of article 178. He referred to 
the provision of the Treaty of Sévres which General Weygand had just read 
out. 

GENERAL WEYGAND explained that they had been left out purposely. 
The Allies were only to control the effectives and not to command the 
gendarmerie, since there was to be no Allied force in the zone opposite 
Gallipoli. 

Lorp Curzon drew attention to the new concession which had been made 
to the Turks in the new article 178 (3), namely, the permission to have a 
Turkish garrison in Constantinople as well as the Sultan’s bodyguard, which 
was the only force to be allowed there under the Treaty of Sévres. He also 
wished to draw attention to the necessity of consulting the British Admiralty 
before the draft was finally inserted in the treaty. He must make full reserva- 
tions on this point. 

Thirdly, he understood that the Allied troops were to be reduced in 
numbers and stationed only in the Gallipoli Peninsula, but they would have 
to extend their supervision over the whole demilitarised zone. Would there 
be any confusion of powers between the Allied garrison of the Straits and any 
Allied troops left in Constantinople under the military clauses, 1.e., under 
the Commission of Organisation and Control. 

M. Poincare also enquired whether the garrison of the Straits would 
provide officers for the missions at Constantinople. 

GENERAL WEYGAND said that Lord Curzon’s understanding of the pro- 
posed position was correct. He did not think any confusion of powers would 


6 Not printed. For these proposals as revised, see Annex No. 3. 7 See n. 4. 
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arise, but the question of the position of the Allied officers was a matter to 
be dealt with in the military clauses of the final treaty. 

M. Porcaré then raised the question of the demilitarised zone. He thought 
that that zone should be the smaller area laid down in the London proposals 
of March 1921. 

Lorp Curzon pointed out that the question of the zones, as laid down 
first in the Treaty of Sévres and subsequently at London, had been modified 
by the decision of that morning, which demilitarised the whole of Eastern 
Thrace.8 

S1IGNoR SCHANZER enquired whether the Allied garrison in Gallipoli was 
to look after the whole of the demilitarised area. 

GENERAL WEYGAND said that the answer of the military advisers was in 
the affirmative, and that the Allied garrison would have a large staff and 
force. 

Lorp Curzon said that in that case the position would require careful 
consideration because, if the numbers of the Straits garrison was to be 
increased in this way, the Gallipoli Peninsula would not be large enough 
and the Allied troops might have to go to Constantinople. 

M. Porncaré agreed that this was a difficulty. The Allied troops must not 
go to Constantinople because the Turks would never agree to this. It would 
perhaps be better to let the troops leave Gallipoli, where, as Lord Curzon 
had pointed out, it might be difficult to keep them; but to keep them as near 
as possible opposite Chanak or at Rodosto, or withdraw them to the shores 
of the Sea of Marmora. He therefore suggested the insertion of the words 
‘et sur la cote nord de la mer de Marmara jusqu’a Rodosto’. 

Lorp Curzon thought that the inspecting officers attached to the Allied 
garrison of Gallipoli should also have the power to go to Constantinople. 
Both the Greeks and the Turks would be under the régime of demilitarisation. 

M. Poincaré feared that in that case there would be difficulties with the 
Turks, who would be a continual danger if Turkish pride were offended 
and if they were compelled to accept permanently Allied officers at Con- 
stantinople. 

Lorp Curzon said that there was no question of keeping the officers 
permanently at Constantinople; all that was proposed was that they should 
have the right to go there for purposes of inspection. For the rest, these 
officers should be entitled to go to Adrianople as well as to Constantinople. 

M. Porncare£ pointed out that Constantinople was a capital and a Holy 
City, while Adrianople was not important to Greece nor a Holy City for 
the Greeks. 

Lorp Curzon suggested that there were many other places which might 
be taken into consideration, such as Therapia. It would be better to leave 
the matter vague. 

It was finally decided to accept the proposals of the military advisers with 
the insertion of the words suggested by M. Poincaré ‘ et sur la cote nord de la 
mer de Marmara jusqu’a Rodosto inclus’. 

8 See No. 565. 


734 


Lorp Curzon raised the question of the words in paragraph 7 of article 
178 ‘suivant la marche de |’exécution du traité’. He thought that this was 
too long a time for the Allied troops to remain in the Constantinople area. 

It was decided to change these words to ‘trois mois a partir de la mise en 
vigueur du présent traité’. 

With these changes the proposals of the military advisers (see Annex 3 
for draft as revised) were adopted. 

It was then decided to refer to the military advisers the questions of 
conscription and of Allied officers for the Turkish gendarmerie. 

The military advisers then withdrew. 


Capitulations. 


Lorp Curzon explained that his advisers had prepared a short draft 
covering the question of the modifications in principle of the Capitulatory 
régime for insertions in the proposals to be made to the Turks and the Greeks. 
Before reading it, he would observe that the question of the Capitulations 
must be examined from the fiscal and judicial points of view. All necessary 
safeguards must be provided if the Capitulations were to be modified from 
either point of view. He wished to make a proposal which contemplated a 
large concession to Turkey, but, at the same time, would provide a means 
for securing the necessary safeguards. 

Lord Curzon’s proposal (Annex 4) was then read and its consideration 
adjourned until the next meeting. 

Lord Curzon urged that on Monday next it would be desirable to publish 
to the world a communication giving the terms which the Allies had agreed 
to propose to the Greeks and the Turks. They would have to see how each 
side took this communication. One side or the other might be disillusioned, 
and it was therefore necessary to publish the Allies’ own case, giving the 
reasons for which their proposals had been made and any necessary explana- 
tions. If this suggestion were accepted he would undertake to prepare a 
draft for submission to his colleagues to-morrow. Simultaneously the French 
Secretary might prepare the covering letter with which the formal proposals 
of the conference would have to be sent to both Greeks and Turks at the close 
of these proceedings. 

This proposal was agreed to. 


Press Communiqué. 


In conclusion, the press communiqué relating to the Straits and the 
financial clauses was finally approved. 


ANNEX I TO No, 566 
Accord particulter. 


Dans le cas ot la Commission de Liquidation prévue au nouveau traité 
avec la Turquie cesserait de fonctionner, et avant la cessation de ses fonctions 
les trois Puissances alli¢es signataires se concerteraient sur les mesures a 
prendre pour assurer par d’autres moyens que ceux prévus au dit traité le 
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respect des engagements pris par lesdites Puissances les unes vis-a-vis de 
Pautre, en vertu de l’accord en date du 10 aoat 1920, dit Accord tripartite. 
POINCARE. 
CuRZON OF KEDLESTON. 
SCHANZER. 
Paris, le 25 mars 1922 


ANNEX 3 TO No. 566 


Proposition des Experts militaires au sujet des Dispositions concernant la Démilitari- 
sation de la Thrace orientale et de la Zone des Détroits. 


Ces dispositions sont indiquées ci-dessous sous forme d’articles a insérer 
dans le traité en remplacement des articles 161, 178, 179 et 180 du Traité de 
Sévres: 

ARTICLE 161 


Dans les territoires de la zone démilitarisée qui sont ou seront occupés par 
les Alliés et définie a l’article 178 du présent traité, les forces de gendarmerie 
helléniques ou ottomanes seront subordonnées au Commandement inter- 
alliée d’occupation de ces territoires. 


ARTICLE 178 


En vue d’éviter les contacts armés entre les forces turques et helléniques, 
et de garantir d’autre part la liberté des Détroits, les hautes parties con- 
tractantes conviennent des dispositions suivantes: 


1. Dans le délai de trois mois a partir de la mise en vigueur du présent 
traité, il sera procédé au désarmement et au démantellement de tous ouv- 
rages, fortifications ou batteries dans une zone comprenant les territoires et 
iles définis a l’article 179 ci-aprés. 

Sont interdites dans ladite zone... . (sans changement jusqu’a la fin du 
paragraphe 1 de l’article 178 du Traité de Sévres). 

2. Sans changement. 

3. Les territoires et les iles de la zone démilitarisée ne pourront étre 
utilisés militairement, en cas de nécessité, que par les trois Puissances alliées 
ci-dessus visées agissant conjointement. Cette disposition n’est pas exclusive 
de l’emploi dans lesdites zones et iles des forces de gendarmerie et de police 
helléniques ou ottomanes nécessaires pour y maintenir l’ordre, non plus que 
d’une garnison hellénique que dans l’ile de Mityléne, et d’une garnison 
ottomane a Constantinople en plus de la garde personnelle du Sultan prévue 
a Particle 152. 

Toutefois, les effectifs maximum autorisés pour ces forces de gendarmerie 
et de police et pour ces garnisons, seront fixés en consideration du service a 
assurer, par le Commandement interallié des troupes d’occupation visées a 
Palinéa 5 ci-dessous. 

4. La Grande-Bretagne, la France et l’Italie, agissant conjointement, 
auront la faculté d’exercer la surveillance sur toute l’étendue de la zone 
démilitarisée, de maniére 4 empécher qu’aucune action puisse étre effectuée 
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ou préparée qui, directement ou indirectement, serait susceptible de porter 
atteinte aux stipulations des alinéas 1, 2 et 3 du présent article. 

Cette surveillance sera exercée: 

Au point de vue naval, par un stationnaire de chacune desdites Puissances 
alliées ; 

Au point de vue militaire, par un service d’inspection confié a des officiers 
alliés, et qui sera organisé dans les conditions fixées par le Commandement 
interallié d’Occupation. 

5. La Grande-Bretagne, la France et l’Italie, agissant conjointement, 
auront en outre la faculté de maintenir dans la presqu’ile de Gallipoli et sur 
la céte nord de la mer de Marmara jusqu’a Rodosto inclus telles forces 
militaires et a€riennes qu’elles estimeraient nécessaires. 

Tout en limitant l’occupation interalliée a la région ci-dessus visée, 
lesdites Puissances se réservent le droit de |’étendre conjointement a d’autres 
régions de la zone démilitarisée prévue a l'article 179, dans le cas ot les 
stipulations qui font l’objet du présent article viendraient a étre violées. 

6. Les forces d’occupation visées ci-dessus, pourront, en cas de nécessité, 
exercer a terre le droit de réquisition, &c.... (comme dans le dernier alinéa 
du texte de l’article 178 du Traité de Sévres). 

7. La Grande-Bretagne, la France et l’Italie retireront leurs forces de 
Constantinople et la partie de la zone démilitarisée qu’elles doivent évacuer 
trois mois a partir de la mise en vigueur du présent traiteé. 


ARTICLE 179 
La zone prévue a I’article 178 est limitée comme il suit: 


1. En Europe. 


Cotes de la mer Egée: du cap Helles 4 !’embouchure de la Maritza—rives 
orientales de la Maritza jusqu’a un point situé a 20 kilom. sud d’Andrinople— 
arc de cercle ayant Andrinople comme centre, avec le méme rayon, Jusqu’a 
sa reencontre avec la riviére Pravodia, cours de cette riviére jusqu’a la 
frontiére bulgare—fronti¢re bulgare jusqu’a la mer Noire—cétes de la mer 
Noire jusqu’au Bosphore (rive ouest). 


2. En Aste. 


Bosphore (rive est) cétes de la mer Noire jusqu’au cap situé a 18 kilom. 
et de Shilé—ligne allant de ce cap au cap de Yarindjé (golfe d’ Ismid)—cétes de 
la mer de Marmara au cap d’Yarindjé a l’isthme séparant du continent la 
presqu’ile d’Artaki—ligne traversant cet isthme dans la partie la plus étroite, 
cétes de la Marmara jusqu’au point ot la frontiére du sandjak de Tchanak 
aboutit a la Marmara, frontiére du sandjak jusqu’a son débouché dans le 
golfe d’Adramit. 


3. Iles. 
Sont comprises dans la zone démilitarisée: 


(a.) Les iles de la mer de Marmara. 
(b.) Les iles de Samothrace, Imbros, Tenedos, Lemnos et Mityléne. 
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ARTICLE 180 


Une commission sera constituée dans les quinze jours qui suivront la mise 
en vigueur du présent traité pour fixer sur place les limites de la partie con- 
tinentale de la zone démilitarisée prévue a l’article 179. Cette commission 
sera compos¢e ... (sans changement Jusqu’a la fin de l’article 180). 


ANNEX 4 TO No. 566 


The Allied Powers desire to secure to Turkey the greatest measure of 
economic independence compatible with the proper protection of the 
interests of their nationals. For this purpose they are prepared to set up at 
Constantinople, within three months from the coming into force of the treaty 
of peace, a commission composed of representatives of Great Britain, France, 
Italy and Japan, and of Turkey, to prepare, with the assistance of technical 
experts representing the other capitulatory Powers, proposals for the revision 
of the capitulatory régime in fiscal matters. 

These proposals shall provide for fiscal equality between foreign and 
Turkish subjects, while safeguarding the former against excessive taxation 
and abuses in collection, and for any necessary modification of the customs 
taxes with the consent of the Powers concerned. 

As regards the Capitulations in judicial matters, the Allied Powers repeat 
their original offer to set up within the same period a similar commission to 
prepare a scheme of judicial reform to replace the capitulatory system, 
which will continue pending the introduction of the proposed scheme. This 
commission, on which Turkey will be represented, will be at liberty to recom- 
mend either a mixed or a unified judicial system. 


No. 567 


Minutes of the Eighth Meeting of Foreign Ministers at the Quat d’Orsay at 
10 a.m., March 26, 1922 (Received at the Foreign Office, April 3) 


[E 3510/5/44] 


PRESENT: France: M. Poincaré, M. de Peretti de la Rocca, M. Bargeton. 
Great Britain: The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston, Mr. R. G. Van- 
sittart, Mr. E. G. Forbes Adam. 
Italy: Signor Schanzer, Marquis Visconti-Venosta, Signor Gua- 
riglia. 
INTERPRETER, M. Camerlynck. 
M. Gout! was present during the discussion of the Genoa Conference.? 


There were also present during the discussion of Annex 1:— 


Marshal Foch. General Sir C. Harington. 
General Gouraud. Colonel Heywood. 
General Weygand. General Marietti. 


' Head of the League of Nations Section in the French Ministry for Foreign Affairs. 
2 The section of these minutes dealing with the question of the use of the technical 
organizations of the League of Nations by the Genoa Conference has been omitted. 


738 


Admiral Margerie and Commander Ramsay: were present for the con- 
sideration of Annex 2. 

Mr. Hutchinson* and M. Gout were also present for the discussion of 
Annex 3. 

The military experts attended. 


Conscription and Gendarmerie. 


MaArsHAL Foci read the recommendations of the military experts (Annex 1). 

M. PorncaréE pointed out that the first recommendation did not amount 
to the abolition of conscription. 

Lorp Curzon reminded the Conference that in the case of Bulgaria and 
of all the other ex-enemy States the Allies had enforced the complete and 
immediate abolition of conscription by the Treaty of Peace, as a step towards 
general disarmament. The Allies should certainly reaffirm the principle, 
and not insert in the treaty the idea that the abolition of conscription might 
be postponed, still less any period for such postponement. Perhaps on grounds 
of expediency it might be necessary to make certain modifications after the 
entry into force of the treaty, as had been done in the case of Bulgaria, but 
the principle itself must be insisted on in the treaty. He enquired if Marshal 
Foch agreed. 

MarsHAL Foci said that he did. 

M. Poincaré pointed out that they must also remember the question 
whether the Turks would accept what was proposed. If they did not accept, 
what were the Allies to do? They must make every endeavour to bring the 
Turks into the proposed conference. 

Lorp Curzon replied that if the Turks refused the most reasonable terms 
which the Allies were offering as a whole, they would offend the public 
opinion of the world, but the Allies should certainly not again modify their 
proposals in consequence. They should affirm the principle of [? the abolition 
of] conscription in their offer of general terms. 

M. Porncaré said that his observations were of a general nature and he 
was in agreement as to the principle. They must remember the public 
opinion of Islam and the world, with special reference to Morocco and 
India and the position of Mesopotamia and Syria. He was pleading the 
cause of prudence, not that of Angora, and the Allies should not promise 
that they would do anything which they were not in a position to enforce. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER suggested that conscription was a sensitive point for so 
essentially military a people as the Turks; possibly the Allies might leave the 
whole question vague. 

M. PorncarE thought that perhaps it would be better to find a vague 
formula such as ‘il sera étudié a la conférence prochaine la suppression du 
service obligatoire’. They were only considering the main terms of the treaty. 

Lorp Curzon understood that the National Pact contained a provision 
for a conscript army. The Turks would demand it, and the Allies would 


3 Captain the Hon. A. R. M. Ramsay was Naval Attaché at Paris. 
4 Mr. H. J. Hutchinson, of the Board of Trade. 
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have to reply; the point must therefore be mentioned, and they must stand 
firm on the question of principle, as they had done in the other Peace Treaties. 
M. Poincaré’s formula left the question too open; it would not do to refer 
questions of principle to the next conference. 

After further discussion the following formula was adopted in substitution 
for the first recommendation of the military experts:— 


‘Quant aux forces armées de la Turquie, les Puissances ne voient pas la 
possibilité d’admettre le maintien de la conscription, qui a été écartée dans 
tous les traités signés avec les Puissances européennes. Elles sont toutefois 
disposées a considérer dans un esprit amical la détermination de la période 
dans laquelle le systéme de recrutement volontaire devra étre admis.’ 


MarsHAL Focu read the second clause of the recommendations of the 
military experts (see Annex 1). 

Lorp Curzon enquired whether under these proposals there was any 
definite ratio between the size of the Turkish armed forces and that of the 
population of the country. Such a ratio had been provided for in the case 
of Austria and the other enemy countries. 

GENERAL HarincTONn said that old Turkey contained nineteen divisions, 
of which fifteen were raised from the territory which was to remain Turkish. 
He had the day before recommended to Marshal Foch the figures contained 
in the experts’ proposals; these figures were based on the idea of fifteen 
divisions of 2,500 men each, the gendarmerie being based on the old numbers. 

GENERAL WEYGAND said that the population of Austria was six millions, 
and an army of 30,000 men had been allowed, so the ratio in the case of 
Turkey was about the same as in that of Austria. In the case of Hungary 
the proportion was also about the same. 

Lorp Curzon asked how they were to stop conscription if Turkey were 
allowed to keep an army of this size. 

MARSHAL Focu said that they would have to do it in the same way as in 
the case of other countries, such as Germany—by the threat of force. 

Lorp Curzon agreed generally, but pointed out that the case of Turkey 
was different to-day from that of other countries, since the Allies could not 
occupy portions of her territory, as they had done in the case of Germany, 
nor had they yet disarmed her. 

The second recommendation of the military experts and the figures 
proposed for the Turkish forces under the new treaty were then adopted. 

The third recommendation of the military advisers (see Annex 1) was 
then read. 

Lorp Curzon understood the opinion of his military advisers to be that in 
practice the Turks would be unable to raise any large or effective force of 
gendarmerie without the assistance of foreign officers, and that as they were 
rather to take the place of a local police force scattered over wide areas and 
were not intended to defend the frontiers, it was right that their numbers 
should be larger than the other elements. 

GENERAL HARINGTON said that they could stand behind the other frontier 
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forces in case of emergency, but that they had no technical auxiliary troops 
and were therefore not on the same basis as the other Turkish forces. 

Lorp Curzon then referred to the principle of the division of Allied 
gendarmerie officers in accordance with the zones of the Tripartite Agree- 
ment, and enquired whether in fact the adoption of the last paragraph of 
the recommendation of the military advisers would not mean that the 
division in accordance with the Tripartite Agreement would be abolished. 

M. Porcaré suggested that in any communication to be made to the 
Turks the question of the proportion of Allied officers in the Turkish gendar- 
merie should not be emphasised, although for his part he was quite prepared 
to accept the principle of equal division among the Allies of any officers 
provided by them to the Turkish gendarmerie. 

Lorp Curzon thanked M. Poincaré for this assurance, but thought that 
its application must in practice mean the abolition of article 1 of the Tripar- 
tite Agreement. 

M. Porncaré said that as far as the imposition of that article on Turkey 
was concerned he was prepared to abandon it, but he must insist on its 
maintenance as between the Allies. He was not sure if Lord Curzon meant 
to ask for gendarmerie posts in all the rest of Turkey outside the two zones, 
but if so he must make full reservations as regards a British monopoly of 
gendarmerie officers in Constantinople. 

Lorp Curzon said that he had not made any such claim, but he had 
thought it undesirable, in the interests of obtaining the Turkish acceptance 
of a peace settlement, to revive the principle underlying article 1 of the 
Tripartite Agreement and to make Turkey think that French and Italian 
gendarmerie officers were necessarily to be imposed on her in the two zones. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER said that he accepted the principle of not communicating 
the Tripartite Agreement to Turkey, but must insist on its maintenance 
vis-a-vis the Allies and the application of article 1. Later this might be 
modified by Allied agreement. 

Lorp Curzon again asked his Allied colleagues whether they could not 
accept the general principle of equal division recommended in the last para- 
graph of the present report of the military advisers (see Annex 1), which would 
be sounder from the point of view of Turkey than the Tripartite Agreement. 

M. Porncaré repeated that he agreed as to the equal division of Allied 
officers for the Turkish gendarmerie in the ensemble of Turkey, but their distri- 
bution should be as far as possible in accordance with the division by zones. 

The recommendations of the military advisers (Annex 1) were then 
adopted, but it was agreed that no reference should be made, in any document 
conveying the Allied terms to the Turks, to the antepenultimate and last 
paragraphs of the recommendations. 


Demilitarised Cones. 


A recommendation of the Allied naval advisers for the revision of parts of 
Chapter VIII of the Treaty of Sévres (maintenance of the freedom of the 
straits) (see Annex 2) was adopted. 
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Capitulations. 

The conference proceeded to consider the proposed statement with regard 
to the Capitulations which had been circulated by Lord Curzon the previous 
afternoon (see Annex 3).5 

M. Poincaré stated that he wished to make an observation upon a matter 
of great importance in the eyes of France which might be considered to be 
affected by the wording of this draft statement; he referred to the religious 
protectorates. He was anxious that this most important question should 
not be settled in advance against France by the first paragraph of the draft. 
He enquired whether the reference to ‘the proper protection of the interests 
of their nationals’ would deprive them of all rights in regard to the protection 
of others than their nationals. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER Said that he also must make all reserves upon this matter. 
The question to which M. Poincaré referred had been settled at San Remo.¢ 

M. Porncaré stated that as he understood it the question had been settled 
there only for Palestine. 

Lorp Curzon said that the agreement reached with M. Millerand at 
San Remo was not in his view confined to Palestine. This question must, 
however, be reserved, and he had no intention whatever that his present 
proposal with regard to the Capitulations should be regarded as affecting 
the question of the protectorate one way or the other. 

M. Poincar suggested that the phrase should be modified to read simply 
‘compatible with existing rights’. 

Lorp Curzon enquired whether the difficulty would be met by the 
substitution for the words ‘their nationals’ of the words ‘foreign subjects’. 

M. PorncareE explained that Turkish subjects of the Catholic faith also 
came in question. He did not want the matter to be settled in advance 
against France. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER Said that on the question of the religious protectorates 
each of them must reserve his point of view, and it should be made clear 
that the present formula did not relate to this question at all. The present 
statement dealt with economic and judicial matters, while M. Poincaré’s 
point related to religious matters. It appeared to him that provided the 
position was rendered perfectly clear in the procés-verbal it was not necessary 
to change the wording of the draft. 

Lorp Curzon said that he had not the slightest desire or intention of 
raising in these discussions the question of the religious protectorates, upon 
which there was disagreement between the Governments and on which he 
thought the Italian Government were of the same opinion as the British. 

M. Porncaré replied that he was well aware, of course, that Lord Curzon 
had not intended to touch this question. He would be satisfied to accept 
Signor Schanzer’s proposal, provided it were made quite clear in the procés- 
verbal that the draft before them related only to matters fiscal and judicial 


( fiscales et judictares). 
Upon this understanding Lord Curzon’s draft was accepted. 
5 Not printed. See Annex 4 to No. 566. 6 See Vol. VIII, No. 15, minute 2. 
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Costs of the Armtes of Occupation. 


M. PorncarR£ enquired whether the conference wished to consider at 
this stage the question of the costs of the armies of occupation. It was a large 
matter to discuss now. 

Lorp Curzon pointed out that they wished to finish their immediate work 
to-day, and suggested that this question should be left over. 

This was agreed to. 


Statement of Conclusions reached. 


Lorp Curzon informed the conference that he had during the previous 
night prepared a memorandum’ setting out in general terms the conclusions 
which the conference had reached and their reasons for coming to them. 
He had endeavoured to give a broad, general and fair-minded statement of 
the terms proposed, with an explanation of each, in a form suitable for publi- 
cation to the world, so that they might be judged by their work as a whole. 
He suggested that he should add to this memorandum a note of the results of 
this morning’s discussion, and should bring it before them in the afternoon. 

If it were found to be a fair statement, Lord Curzon would suggest that 
instead of having two documents, one for the press and the other for the 
Greeks and Turks, his statement, with any modification of wording that 
might be considered desirable, should be included in the communication to 
be sent to the latter, as a general declaration of the proposals which they 
were invited to consider. It could then be published on Tuesday or Wednes- 
day, or whenever the conference chose. 

M. Poincaré thought it desirable to make an announcement to the press 
to-day, if possible, and suggested that they should be given what was being 
sent to Constantinople. 

This point was left over for further discussion. 


Place of Meeting with the Greeks and Turks. 


M. Poincaré pointed out that there remained the question of the place 
of meeting with the Greeks and Turks. 

Lorp Curzon suggested that this should be Constantinople. He did so 
for several reasons. Constantinople was the only place where the two Turkish 
Governments could meet together with ease, and it was close at hand for 
them; the High Commissioners, who had become familiar with the problem 
to be dealt with, were also available there. The only alternatives were London, 
Paris or Rome, none of which was so convenient for the purpose as Constan- 
tinople; and it had to be borne in mind that if the Turks and Greeks should 
come to one of those capitals and should then refuse the terms, a much more 
awkward position would be created for the Allies than if the meeting were 
held in Constantinople. 

M. Poincare feared that the choice of this city might suggest a preference 
to one Turkish Government over the other, and might divide the Turks, and 


7 See No. 568, Annex 1, below. 
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he suggested that Brusa would be a more satisfactory place of meeting. 
But perhaps they need not indicate at present what place within the Turkish 
Empire would be chosen. 

It was agreed that the communication should say that the place of meeting 
would be fixed later. 

The conference rose till 4 o’clock in the afternoon, when Lord Curzon’s 
statement of the results of their work would be considered. 


ANNEX I To No. 567 
Auts des Experts milttatres. 


Premiére Question.—Au bout de combien de temps la suppression du service 
obligatoire peut-elle étre imposée a la Turquie? 

Etant données les difficultés actuelles du Gouvernement turc pour assurer 
le paiement de la solde des troupes et de la gendarmerie, comme aussi les 
frais élevés qu’entrainera le recrutement par engagement volontaire, il ne 
parait pas possible d’indiquer maintenant une date précise 4 partir de 
laquelle le recrutement par engagement volontaire peut efficacement étre 
imposé 4 la Turquie. 

C’est seulement lorsque sa situation financiére le lui permettra que la 
Turquie pourra recruter son armée et sa gendarmerie par engagement 
volontaire. 

Deuxiéme Question.—Quels effectifs est-il possible d’accorder a la Turquie 
pour son armée et sa gendarmerie? 

Le Traité de Sévres a fixé les chiffres de: 


35,000 hommes pour la gendarmerie. 
15,000 hommes pour l’armée. 


50,000 hommes au total. 





A Londres, en mars 1921, on a estimé possible de porter ces chiffres a: 


45,000 hommes pour la gendarmerie. 
30,000 hommes pour l’armee. 


75,000 hommes au total. 


Aprés un nouvel examen, les chiffres suivants semblent pouvoir étre 
atteints: 
45,000 hommes pour la gendarmerie. 
30,000 4 40,000 hommes pour |’armée. 


75,000 a 85,000 hommes au total. 


L’artillerie de l’armée ne devra comprendre que des canons de montagne 
et de campagne, a I’exclusion d’artillerie lourde. 

La proportion de la cavalerie devra étre largement augmenteée par rapport 
a celle qui était prévue dans le Traité de Sévres; elle pourra comprendre 
4,000 hommes pour une armée de 30,000 hommes. La cavalerie devra 
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également entrer pour une trés large proportion dans la composition de la 
gendarmerie. 

Trotstéme Question.—Est-il indispensible de placer dans la gendarmerie 
turque des officiers alliés pour y participer 4 l’organisation, au commande- 
ment et a l’instruction? 

L’expérience a montré qu'il serait trés désirable, au point de vue des 
résultats militaires, 4 obtenir que des officiers alliés soient placés dans les 
formations de gendarmerie. 

Mais on reconnait qu’il est impossible de l’imposer aux Turcs. 

Il semble, en conséquence, que le seul moyen pratique serait pour les 
Puissances alliées de recommander a la Turquie l'utilisation d’officiers alliés 
pour lorganisation, le commandement et l’instruction de la gendarmerie, 
en indiquant que ces officiers seraient au service de la Turquie, selon les 
pratiques en usage avant 1914. 

Il y aurait lieu, en outre, de spécifier que les officiers ainsi employés 
devraient appartenir en proportion égale aux trois Puissances alliées. 


ANNEX 2 TO No. 567 


Propositions des Experts navals av sujet des Dispositions concernant la Démilitarisa- 
tion navale de la Thrace orientale, des Iles et de la Zone des Détroits. 


1. Au chapitre VIII des Clauses militaires, aprés le titre ‘Maintien de la 
Liberté des Détroits’, ajouter en sous-titre: ‘Dispositions militaires et 
navales.’ 

2. Article 178.—Apporter 4 nouvelle rédaction de l’article 178 présentée 
par les experts militaires, les additions ci-aprés: 


(a) Alinéa 1.—Apreés les mots: ‘II sera procédé au désarmement et au 
démantélement de tous ouvrages, fortifications ou batteries dans une zone 
comprenant les territoires et les iles définis a l’article 179 ci-aprés’, ajouter: 
‘Il sera procédé également dans le méme délai a l’enlévement et a la destruc- 
tion de tous organes de défense maritime (postes d’écoute sous-marines, 
tubes lance-torpilles, lignes de mines ou de torpilles, filets ou obstructions 
de toute nature, projecteurs, ... &c.) existant sur le littoral ou dans les 
eaux de la méme zone.’ 

Dans l’alinéa suivant: ‘Sont interdits ...’ remplacer les mots: ‘La recon- 
struction de ces ouvrages’, par les mots: ‘La reconstruction de ces ouvrages 
terrestres et maritimes.’ 

(b) Alinéa 3—Remplacer les mots: ‘Les territoires et les iles de la zone 
démilitarisés,’ par: “Les territoires ainsi que les eaux, ports et rades de la 
zone démilitarisée et des iles qu’elle comprend.’ 
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No. 568 


Minutes of the Ninth Meeting of Foreign Ministers at the Quai d’Orsay at 
4 p.m., March 26, 1922 (Received at the Foreign Office, April 3) 


[E 3511/5/44] 


PRESENT: France: M. Poincaré, M. de Peretti de la Rocca, M. Bargeton, 
M. Gout. 


Great Britain: The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston, Mr. R. G. Van- 
sittart, Mr. E. G. Forbes Adam. 


Italy: Signor Schanzer, Marquis Visconti-Venosta, Signor Gua- 
riglia. 
INTERPRETER, M. Camerlynck. 


Text of Communication to the Greeks and Turks. 


M. Pormcar£E began by thanking Lord Curzon for the draft communi- 
cation to the Greek and Turkish Governments, which he had prepared and 
circulated to the conference before the meeting (see Annex 1).! As a whole it 
corresponded entirely with the French views. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER said that he also wished to congratulate Lord Curzon 
on a draft which admirably reflected the general Allied point of view. 

M. CAMERLYNCK then read the draft. 

M. PorncarE proposed the insertion of the words ‘summoned for the 
purpose’ after ‘experts,’ and the substitution of the words ‘have examined 
under all its aspects’ for ‘discussed,’ and ‘following proposals’ for ‘conclusions’ 
on p. I [para. 1]. 

These were agreed to. 

M. Porncarsé said he would like to say something in the preamble as to 
the terms being subject to the views of the respective Parliaments. 

Lorp Curzon pointed out that this communication was only the pre- 
liminary stage towards the final conclusion of a new Peace Treaty, which 
would presumably have in any case to be confirmed by the various Parliaments. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER agreed. 

M. Poincare thought that his point would be met by the use of the words 
‘three foreign Ministers’ instead of ‘Powers’ or ‘Governments’ throughout. 

After some other drafting alterations had been made, M. Poincaré asked 
whether some reference should not be made to the phrase ‘entire independ- 
ence’ of Turkey, which appeared in the National Pact. 

Lorp Curzon pointed out that this was hardly possible, even if desirable, 
owing to the servitudes imposed with regard to the Straits. 

M. PorncarE proposed to stop at the word ‘development,’ and omit the 
word ‘national’ in paragraph 4 [para. 11 (4)]. He was afraid Greek ambitions 
might be roused by such a phrase. 

Lorp Curzon said that he must insist on the retention of the word 


1 The paragraphs of Annex 1 have been numbered to facilitate reference. 
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‘national’. This paragraph was intended to emphasise the Allied intention 
to deal fairly by the Greek nation. The Turks were not the only people who 
were to be allowed to have national aspirations. He would, however, accept 
some such phrase as ‘national and economic progress’. 

This was agreed to. 

It was also agreed to omit the words ‘without humiliation’, on p. 4 
[para. vi]. 

Lorp Curzon explained that in the third paragraph on p. 4 [para. vii] he 
wished particularly to emphasise the retention by Turkey of the whole of 
Asia Minor in unimpaired sovereignty. 

M. Poincare suggested that it was unwise to imply that the Allies were 
unable to turn Greece out of Thrace, on p. 7 [paras. xi1i and xiv]. 

Lorp Curzon pointed out that Marshal Foch had agreed with him in the 
discussion on the previous day that this was in fact the case, but he would 
agree to the change ‘accordingly’, 1.e., instead of ‘in these circumstances’ 
at the beginning of the paragraph on p. 7 [para. xiv]. 

Some discussion followed as to the description of the frontier of Eastern 
Thrace to be inserted in the draft. 

M. Poincare objected to the precise description given to the proposed line, 
and the mention of Ganos as the starting point on the coast, and Tsiknigori 
as the point of termination on the Bulgarian frontier. He said that he had only 
agreed on the previous day to the line originally proposed by the military 
advisers (i.e., that running from Hora on the coast through the towns of 
Baba Eski and Kirk Kilisse, being deflected north of the railway). 

Lorp Curzon said that he understood from his military advisers that after 
the principle of pushing the frontier to the eastward of the line originally 
recommended by the military advisers to the conference, namely, east of 
Kirk Kilisse and Baba Eski, had been accepted by the conference on the 
previous day, the military experts had drawn a new line on the map, which, 
south of the railway, followed the crest north of Ganos instead of the plain 
north of Hora. Marshal Foch had admitted to him that this was a better 
strategic frontier, and he was quite prepared to accept the Marshal’s ruling 
on the subject. 

M. Poincare regretted that this was the first time he had seen the new 
tracé, and he would require to study it further with his military advisers. 

Lorp Curzon said that he would not at the moment argue the point 
further, though he had no doubt as to the line which had been proposed and 
accepted, but he was willing to describe the point of departure from the 
coast as a point ‘in the neighbourhood of Ganos’, and the point where the 
Bulgarian frontier was reached ‘as the western part of the Stranja mountains’. 

This was accepted.? 

On p. Io [para. xix] of the draft it was agreed to omit a reference to ‘the 
three months} from the entry into force of the treaty’, and to say ‘will be 
altogether withdrawn after the ratification of the Treaty of Peace’. In the 
last paragraph on p. to [para. xxiii] Lord Curzon suggested that it would 

2 See n. 8, below. 3 Cf. Annex 1, para. xix, below. 
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be better to indicate one figure as the total Turkish force including Turkish 
gendarmerie, instead of saying ‘75, 000’ to ‘85,000’ men as proposed in the 
second recommendation of the military advisers. 

It was agreed to take 85,000 as the total. 

Lorp Curzon proposed that a paragraph should be inserted giving the 
main lines of the financial decisions. 

After a discussion in which S1GNoR SCHANZER asked that some formula 
should be accepted to cover his proposal, which had already been agreed 
to, as to consultation between the Liquidation Commission and the Turkish 
Ministries dealing with concessions, a paragraph drafted by Lord Curzon 
was inserted and accepted.‘ 

Lorp Curzon pointed out that his draft specially emphasised the abolition 
of the Financial Commission. 

On p. 14 [para. xxviii], M. Porncargé raised the question of the translation 
of the word ‘summarily’ before the word ‘rejected.’ He proposed to translate 
it ‘de parti pris’, as the French translation of ‘summarily’ was stronger than 
the English. 

Lorp Curzon agreed. 

The draft was then accepted (see Annex 2).5 

Lorp Curzon suggested that the whole draft should be sent with a cover- 
ing letter signed by the three Ministers to the Greeks and Turks, and, at the 
same time, telegraphed from Paris to Athens, Constantinople and Angora. 
The covering letter should invite the parties to a conference which might 
take place at Constantinople in three weeks’ time, seeing that the com- 
munication was to be made by telegram.® 

M. Poincaré thought that Constantinople, if mentioned in the invitation 
as the meeting place, might be regarded by Angora as prejudicing their 
position. He suggested Brusa as a suitable meeting place. 

Lorp Curzon pointed out that this was still in Greek occupation. 

M. Poincaré said that he would have an annex to Lord Curzon’s note pre- 
pared, containing a summary of the resolutions passed by the conference. 

It was agreed to meet again at 9.45 p.m. to consider the French translation 
of Lord Curzon’s communication, the text of the covering letter, which 


4 This, which followed para. xxiv, ran: ‘With regard to finance. The financial clauses of 
the Treaty of Sévres shall be modified in such a way as to abandon the proposed Financial 
Commission, while reconciling the principle of Turkish sovereignty with the protection of 
the Allied economic interests and with the amount of control necessary to ensure the pay- 
ment of the Turkish pre-war debts to the Allies, and a war indemnity fixed at a sum which 
Turkey can be reasonably expected to pay. The pre-war Debt Commission shall be main- 
tained, and the special Allied Liquidation Commission shall be set up for the above purposes.’ 

S Not printed. For the revised English text, see Cmd. 1641 of 1922 (Pronouncement by Three 
Allied Ministers for Foreign Affairs respecting the Near Eastern Situation. Paris, March 27, 1922). 
A minute of March 31 by Mr. Rendel runs as follows: ‘Mr. Forbes Adam tells me that this 
communiqué, or declaration, was signed on March 26th but dated March 27th. It was to 
be telegraphed to the Greeks & the Turks on the latter date. It was given to the press by 
Mr. Vansittart on March 27th & appeared, with a certain number of minor inaccuracies, 
in the papers of Tuesday March 28th.’ 

6 The French text of this telegram, dated March 26, is given by Frangulis, vol. ii, p. 360. 
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would be prepared meanwhile by the French Foreign Office, and the 
communication to be made to the press. 


ANNEX 1 TO No. 568 


(i) The Foreign Ministers of the Allied Powers of France, Great Britain 
and Italy, having during five days in succession discussed every aspect of 
the situation in the Near East, having consulted at each stage the military 
and financial experts who were summoned to Paris for the purpose, and 
having further enjoyed the advantage of communicating beforehand with 
the representatives both of Turkey and of Greece, have unanimously arrived 
at the following conclusions, which they offer as the most equitable solution 
that it is in their power to offer of the Near Eastern problem. 

(ii) The principles which they have throughout borne in mind, and which 
are the bases of their proposals have been as follows :— 


1. They desire to re-establish peace between the conflicting armies of 
Turkey and Greece, but to deal fairly with both parties, and to impose 
upon neither conditions of discomfiture or defeat. 

2. They desire to re-establish the Turkish nation and the Turkish dominion 
in the areas which may legitimately be regarded as their own, with the 
historic and renowned capital of Constantinople as the centre, and 
with such powers as may enable them to renew a vigorous and indepen- 
dent national existence. 

3. They desire to secure full and fair treatment to the followers of the 
creed of Islam and to maintain the secular and religious authority of 
the Sultan of Turkey. 

4. They desire to compensate the Greek nation for the great sacrifices 
which they have accepted during the war in the cause of the Allies, 
and to leave them such scope for their national and economic develop- 
ment as is demanded both by their achievements and by their legitimate 
aspirations. 

5. They desire to enable both peoples, in regions where they are contiguous 
or where their populations are intermingled, to live in future in conditions 
of mutual confidence and self-respect. 

6. They desire to provide for the protection and security of the various 
minorities, whether Moslem or Christian, or of other races and creeds, 
who, whether in Europe or Asia, find themselves placed in the midst of 
larger political or ethnic aggregations. 

7. They desire to prevent the recurrence of armed conflict between the 
Turkish nation and the European Powers with whom it was recently at 
war. 

8. They desire, above all, to find a solution that shall not be suspected of 
partiality to one side or the other, but shall endeavour with firm hands 
to hold the scales even between the two. 


(111) With these ends in view, the first object of the Allied Powers has been 
to bring about a suspension of hostilities between the confronting armies in 
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Asia Minor, in order to enable the counsels of peace and the prospects of 
an amicable settlement to prevail. They have therefore proposed the con- 
clusion of an armistice to the Governments of Turkey and Greece, subject to 
conditions which are scrupulously fair to both parties and which are defined 
by the military authorities under the presidency of Marshal Foch. 

(iv) The Hellenic Government has without delay signified its accept- 
ance of this proposal. The decision of the Turkish Government is still 
awaited. 

(v) The proposal of an armistice has been made with the avowed intention 
of assuring the peaceful evacuation of Asia Minor by the Greek forces and 
the restitution of Turkish sovereignty over the whole of that region. The 
arrangements for this evacuation, as the first step in the general settlement 
which 1s now proposed, have simultaneously been elaborated by the military 
authorities under Marshal Foch, and are capable of being put into execution 
without delay. It is calculated that the period required for a complete and 
peaceful withdrawal of the Greek forces will be somewhat over four months. 

(vi) It will be observed that in the event of these proposals being accepted 
by both parties, the recovery of Anatolia by the Turks, which is believed to 
be their principal national aspiration, will have been attained without any 
further sacrifice of treasure or life. Correspondingly, the retirement of the 
Greek troops will be effected with honour and without humiliation. 

(vi1) Should this operation be successfully accomplished, the Turkish 
sovereignty in Asia will exist unimpaired from the Mediterranean to the 
Bosphorus and the Black Sea, and from the borders of Transcaucasia, Persia 
and Mesopotamia to the Levant. 

(viii) Accepting the imperative necessity, which 1s the result both of 
historical and geographical causes, for the protection of the minorities of 
alien race or religion who are found, in some cases in large numbers, both 
in the vilayets of Turkey and in the European possessions of Greece, the 
Powers have proposed a series of provisions for their full and adequate 
security, without distinction of race or creed, in both areas. These provisions 
will be based both upon the stipulations contained in existing treaties or 
drafts of treaties and in the secular or religious law of the countries concerned. 
Furthermore, the Powers have decided to invite the League of Nations to 
collaborate in this object by the appointment of special commissioners to 
superintend the execution of these provisions in the areas and for the com- 
munities who are principally concerned. 

(ix) The case of the Armenians has called for special consideration by 
reason both of the undertakings entered into by the Allied Powers in the 
course of the war and of the cruel sufferings of which that people have been 
the victims. Accordingly, the aid of the League of Nations is sought, over 
and above the protection accorded by the minority provisions to which 
reference had already been made, in order to obtain for the Armenians the 
satisfaction of their traditional aspirations for a national home. 

(x) The interests of peace and the safety of the future demand that Europe 
shall never again be exposed to the perils and sacrifices which were imposed 
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upon her in 1914 and the succeeding years by the forcible closure of the 
Dardanelles. The countless lives that were there poured out, the stupendous 
efforts that were entailed must not have been expended in vain. The Turks will 
be readmitted to the Asiatic shore of the Dardanelles under conditions which 
will provide for the existence of a broad demilitarised zone, in order to 
obviate the possibility of any hostile military preparations in that quarter. 
But an Allied force must be placed and must remain in occupation of the 
Gallipoli Peninsula in order to safeguard the free and unimpeded entrance 
of the Straits. This also will be a dimilitarised zone. The Allied garrison 
will consist of a force sufficient to secure the entrance to the Dardanelles. 

(xi) The navigation of the Straits will be placed, as already proposed, 
under the control of an International Commission under a Turkish president, 
on which it is hoped as time passes that all the principal States who are 
interested in the commerce or navigation of the Straits will be represented. 

(xii) The demilitarised zone on the Asiatic shore of the Straits will extend 
from 7 on the Mediterranean to on the Marmora. No 
further demilitarisation is proposed on the southern shores of the Marmora. 
On the Asiatic shores of the Bosphorus the demilitarised zone will extend 


inland to a line drawn from to . The islands of 
outside the Dardanelles, and of in the Marmora will equally be 
demilitarised. 


(xiii) Passing to the European shore of the Dardanelles and the Marmora, 
the Powers have been confronted with the difficult and anxious problem of 
the future of Eastern Thrace. On the one hand, they were unable, for the 
reasons which have already been stated, to accept a solution that would 
place the Gallipoli Peninsula once more in the hands of Turkey. On the 
other hand, they were met by the complaint that some at any rate of the 
lines of frontier that have hitherto been proposed between the European 
possessions of Turkey, to the north and west of Constantinople, and the 
areas in Eastern Thrace in the occupation of the Greeks afforded insufficient 
protection to the Turkish capital, which might find itself exposed in the 
future either to the military menace of invasion or to the invidious propin- 
quity of a neighbour with whom it had recently been at war. 

(xiv) Such dangers it was obvious would be most effectively removed: 
(a) by the removal to a sufficient distance from Constantinople of the pro- 
jected frontier; (5) by the effective neutralisation of the areas outside this 
line. Furthermore, the Powers were confronted by the incontestable facts of 
the existing situation. Whether the attribution of Eastern Thrace to the 
Greeks by the unratified Treaty of Sévres be or not be held to constitute a 
valid title, the Greek forces are in effective occupation, and the Greek 

7 The gaps here shown are in the original. The final draft of this paragraph runs: “The 
demilitarised zone on the Asiatic shore of the Straits will be identical with the existing Sanjak 
of Chanak. No further demilitarisation is proposed on the southern shores of the Marmora 
with the exception of the Peninsula of Artaki. On the Asiatic shores of the Bosphorus the 
demilitarised zone will be identical with the existing neutral zone. The islands of Lemnos, 


Imbros, Tenedos, Samothrace and Mitylene outside the Dardanelles and all the islands in 
the Marmora will equally be demilitarised.’ 
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Government is engaged in administering that area, which, moreover, 
contains, and has long contained, a considerable, and in parts a preponder- 
ant, Greek population. In these circumstances, the Powers could not assume 
the responsibility of requiring from Greece not merely the complete evacua- 
tion of Anatolia, to which it must be remembered in passing that Greece was 
invited in 1919 by the Powers, but the complete evacuation of Eastern 
Thrace in addition. Such a demand would have been consistent neither 
with equity nor with practicability. It would have been unjust; and it 
could not be enforced. 

(xv) In these circumstances, and bearing in mind the importance of the 
strategical considerations before referred to, which may be summed up in the 
desideratum of reasonable security for the capital and the state of Turkey in 
Europe, the Foreign Ministers of the Powers invited the military authorities 
under Marshal Foch to assist them with their expert advice. These authorities 
recommended the drawing of a line which will run from the neighbourhood 
of Ganos on the Marmora in a northerly and north-easterly direction to a 
point on the Bulgarian frontier at &. This frontier will leave Rodosto, a 
Greek town, to the Turks. It will place Baba Eski and Kirk Kilisse on the 
Greek side of the Turco-Greek frontier. The safety of the frontier is assured 
by the topographical features of the country, and will be further confirmed 
by the demilitarisation of the entire area of Eastern Thrace both on the 
Greek and the Turkish sides of the frontier. Thus the Greeks will not be 
able to threaten Constantinople, and the Turks will not be in a position 
to attack the Greeks. 

(xvi) The periodical inspection of these and the other demilitarised zones 
will be undertaken by Allied officers attached to the Allied force on the 
Gallipoli peninsula, the area of whose occupation will be extended eastwards 
to Rodosto. 

(xvii) It has been considered whether any special provision should be 
made for the town of Adrianople, which it has been found impossible to 
sever from the surrounding territories of Eastern Thrace. Smyrna, which 
will revert to Turkey, and Adrianople, which will be retained by the Greeks, 
are in a somewhat analogous position. The Powers will be quite willing to 
enter into friendly communication with the Turkish and Greek Governments, 
with a view to the conclusion of a friendly agreement upon conditions which 
will guarantee a full and fair share to the non-Turkish and the non-Greek 
elements in the populations in the administration of the two cities and will 
further safeguard the religious buildings and institutions of Adrianople. 

(xviii) The Powers are not so vain as to suppose that this solution of the 
Thracean problem will be warmly accepted by either party. The problem 
admits of no such easy solution. They can only commend it to the public 
opinion of the world as the proposition which seems to them to be most 
consistent alike with justice and with the facts of the case. 

(xix) Passing to Constantinople, the Powers desire to confirm their 


8 This gap is in the original. The final draft runs ‘. . . on the Bulgarian frontier in the 
western part of the Stranja Mountains.’ 
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previously-expressed willingness to withdraw altogether the threat that was 
made at the time of the Treaty of Sévres to revoke at some future date the 
retrocession of the capital to the Turks. They confirm the restoration of that 
city to the full authority of the Government of the Sultan; and they are 
further willing to engage that the Allied forces, by whom it is at present 
occupied, shall be altogether withdrawn with the least possible delay after 
the ratification of the future Treaty of Peace. 

(xx) The Turkish Government will be invited to garrison the city with 
a larger force than was contemplated in the Treaty of Sévres. 

(xxi) There remain the questions of the future armed forces of the Turkish 
State, the financial independence which it will enjoy, and the suggested 
modification or surrender of the capitulatory rights which are enjoyed by 
foreigners. 

(xxii) Concerning the armed forces of Turkey, the Allied Powers are 
unable to depart from the principles which it has been found necessary to 
enforce in the treaties that have been concluded with all the other States 
recently at war, or to admit the continuance of the system of conscription. 
They will, however, be prepared to consider with the Turkish Government 
in an amicable spirit the determination of the period within which the 
voluntary system of recruiting must be established in that country. 

(xxi1) As to the numerical strength of the Turkish forces, it is proposed 
to allow a very appreciable augmentation of the figures which were contained 
in the Treaty of Sévres or were afterwards suggested in London in 1921. 
The forces now finally proposed are gendarmerie 45,000, regular army 
[3]0,000 to 40,000, or a grand total of 75,000 to 85,000 men, a total which 1s 
very markedly in excess of the 50,000 designated in the Treaty of Sévres. 

(xxiv) Should the Turkish Government desire the assistance of foreign 
officers for the organisation of the above-named force of gendarmerie—a meas- 
ure which will probably be found to conduce greatly to its efficiency—the 
Powers will be ready to place them at the disposal of the Turkish Government. 

(xxv) In respect of the existing capitulatory system, the Powers are anxious 
to secure to Turkey the largest measure of economic independence consistent 
with the due protection of the interests of their nationals. For this purpose, 
they are prepared to set up at Constantinople, within three months from the 
coming into force of the Treaty of Peace, a Commission composed of repre- 
sentatives of Great Britain, France, Italy and Japan, and of Turkey, to 
prepare, with the assistance of technical experts representing the other 
Capitulatory Powers, proposals for the revision of the capitulatory régime 
in fiscal matters. 

(xxvi) These proposals shall provide for fiscal equality between foreign and 
Turkish subjects, while safeguarding the former against excessive taxation 
and abuses in collection, and for any necessary modification of the customs 
taxes with the consent of the Powers concerned. 

(xxvii) As regards the Capitulations in judicial matters, the Allied Powers 
repeat their former offer to set up within the same period a similar commis- 
sion to prepare a scheme of judicial reform to replace the capitulatory system, 


I, XVII 753 3C 


which will continue provisionally pending the introduction of the proposed 
scheme. This commission, on which Turkey will be represented, will be at 
liberty to recommend either a mixed or an unified judicial system. 

(xxvii) Such, in broad outline, are the main features of the settlement 
which the Ministers of the three Great Powers, acting on behalf of their 
Governments, have decided unanimously to recommend. These proposals 
are now submitted primarily to the judgment of the two parties who are 
directly involved, but secondarily, and in a not inferior degree, to that of 
the civilised world. Nor is it necessary to add that the people or the Govern- 
ment by whom they were rejected, if such a misfortune were to occur, 
would assume a very grave responsibility before the public opinion of man- 
kind, namely, the responsibility of resuming a struggle which has already 
wrought sufficient havoc among the peoples of two continents, and the 
renewal of which can only bring further ruin and destruction in its train, 
besides leading to a permanent embitterment between the races and creeds 
of the Near East. 


No. 569 


Minutes of the Tenth Meeting of Foreign Ministers at the Quai d’ Orsay at 
9.45 p.m., March 26, 1922 (Received at the Foreign Office, April 3) 


[E 3512/5/44] 


PRESENT: France: M. Poincaré, M. de Peretti de la Rocca, M. Bargeton, 
M. Gout. 
Great Britain: The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston, Mr. R. G. Van- 
sittart, Mr. E. G. Forbes Adam, Mr. H. W. Malkin. 
Italy: Signor Schanzer, Marquis Visconti-Venosta Signor Gua- 
riglia. 
INTERPRETER, M. Camerlynck. 


Press Communiqué. 

Lorp Curzon stated that it was doubtful whether it would be possible 
to send the text of the long communications to the Greeks and Turks to the 
English press in time for the morning papers the next day. He would prefer 
that it should not be given to the press until the next day. 

M. Porncaré agreed, but suggested that a short résumé should be prepared 
at once by M. Gout for communication to the press that night. 

This was accepted. 


Annex to the Communication to Greek and Turkish Governments. 


M. Pormncaré asked if they should now discuss the summary of the confer- 
ence’s resolutions prepared by the French Foreign Office (see Annex 1)? 

Lorp Curzon suggested that it might be sufficient to send the communt- 
cation which he had drafted? without the summary. The latter, as drafted, 


t See No. 12, n. 6. 2 Not printed. 3 No. 568, Annex 1. 
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appeared to cover much of the ground which was already covered by the 
former, and the conference would not have time to examine the text fully, 
since the Italian delegation had to leave almost at once. For the rest, the 
summary seemed to contain some points, e.g., regarding the detailed plans 
for the evacuation of Asia Minor, to which no reference should at present 
be made in any communication to the Turks. 

It was agreed that the summary prepared by the French delegation should 
not be attached to the communication to the Turks and the Greeks, but 
that the various resolutions accepted by the conference and embodied in 
it¢ should serve as instructions to the Allied representatives at the forth- 
coming conference, and might be communicated to the two Powers before 
the proposed meeting took place. 


Covering Letter. 


The text of the letter (see Annex 2)5 covering the communication to the 
Greeks and Turks was then approved and agreed by the three Foreign 
Ministers. 


Future Allied Action. 


Lorp Curzon raised the question of what action the Allies should take 
in the unfortunate event of the Kemalists refusing to come to the conference, 
or demanding further details or a delay before the conference met. He did 
not think either refusal or difficulties were likely from the side of the Greeks. 

M. PorncareE thought that the essential thing was to bring the Turks and 
Greeks to the proposed conference, and that we should use all means in our 
power to do this, but without the application of force. 

SIGNOR SCHANZER agreed. 

Lorp Curzon pointed out that if the Kemalists refused an armistice, there 
was always the possibility of Greece evacuating Asia Minor through Brusa 
and Mudania and occupying Thrace in strength. The danger of the Allies 
evacuating Constantinople and their place being taken by the Greeks would 
then be a real menace to the Turks. 

M. Porncareé thought that if the Turks refused the armistice, it would be 
because they expected to cut the Greek forces in two and prevent the disem- 
barkation of either section. He doubted whether Mudania was a port where 
any large body of troops could be disembarked, but he would have the matter, 
which was essentially a military one, considered by Marshal Foch’s committee. 

At Lord Curzon’s request, Colonel Heywood, who had local knowledge 
of the situation on the Greek front, then explained that it would always be 
possible for the Greeks, with their present forces, to counter-attack via 
Konia, and thus enable the northern forces to retire via Mudania and 
Brusa. These forces had for the most part been brought over and reinforced 
from Thrace via Muradli and Rodosto through Mudania, whence, according 
to a French staff officer’s report, six shiploads of men could be embarked a 


4 See No. 570, below. S Not printed. See No. 568, n. 6. 
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day. The Turks were believed to be short of transport and had only the 
Konia section of railway line in South Asia Minor. 

Lorp Curzon suggested that in any case if this were the situation, the 
Allies should do what they could to hint to the Turks the consequences 
which were likely to follow their refusal of an armistice. 

M. Porncaré said that he would consider using what influence he had 
with Naby and Ferid Bey in Paris to bear on this point. 


Press Communiqué. 


M. Gout then read the summary of Lord Curzon’s communication which 
he had prepared for the press, and this was agreed to. 

As the Italian delegation were forced to leave at this point, the meeting 
broke up. 


No. 570 


Text of Resolutions, &c., of Paris Near Eastern Conference of March 1922, 
as Finally! Agreed upon between French and British Governments. 


[E 577415/44]* 
1. Programme d’ Evacuation de [ Asie Mineure. 


Pour que |’évacuation de !’Asie Mineure par les troupes helléniques et sa 
réoccupation par l’armée turque puissent avoir lieu sans effusion de sang et 
sans dévastations, il est nécessaire que les armées helléniques et turques 
soient réciproquement garanties contre toute reprise des hostilités méme 
partielle au cours de leurs mouvements; que les populations et leurs biens 
solent garantis contre toutes exactions ou représailles de la part de l’une ou de 
Pautre des armées; que les opérations soient préparées et réglées suivant un 
programme général établi a l’avance et dans tous ses détails; qu’un organe 
interallié soit chargé d’établir ce programme de concert avec les Hauts- 
Commandements hellénique et turc, puis d’en diriger et d’en contréler 
lexécution et qu’ils soient investis 4 cet effet des pouvoirs nécessaires pour 
régler les incidents qui pourraient se produire a cette occasion. 

Ce programme comportera notamment: (1) la réorganisation préalable 
de l’administration civile du pays et des forces de sécurité locales; (2) le plan 
d’évacuation des forces helléniques, réglée par zones successives en jonction 
des possibilités de transport, en vue d’éviter toute concentration pré- 
maturée des troupes helléniques aux abords des ports d’embarquement; 
(3) le plan de réoccupation des forces turques, limitant les effectifs destinés 
a occupation de chaque zone et conjugué avec le plan précédent de manieére 
qu’une bande de terrain libre de troupes soit constamment interposée entre 
les deux armées pour éviter les contacts; (4) le plan d’embarquement des 
forces helléniques. 

Pour diriger l’exécution de ce programme et en assurer le contrdle, 
Porgane interallié devra disposer des moyens suivants: (1) auprés de chacune 


t Agreement was not finally reached until August (see No. 739, below). 
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des deux armeées, d’une mission alliée comprenant des officiers de contrdle, 
des hommes de troupes et des moyens de transport et de liaison (automobiles, 
télégraphie sans fil) ; (2) dans la zone a évacuer, d’une mission alli¢e destinée, 
pendant la période envisagée, a participer a la réorganisation et a controler 
lemploi des forces de sécurité locales, gendarmerie et police; (3) dans les 
ports d’embarquement, de forces interalliées destinées 4 coopérer au maintien 
de l’ordre et 4 la police des embarquements (a Smyrne, trois bataillons 
environ, un de chaque Puissance; dans la région de Brousse, 42 Moudaia et 
a Panderma, un bataillon et demi). Des forces navales alliées sous com- 
mandement interallié devront contribuer a la police des opérations a chaque 
point d’embarquement.? 

Les Gouvernements intéressés sont invités a reconnaitre l’autorité, en 
matiére de direction générale des opérations d’é¢vacuation, de l’organe 
interallié qui installera son siége 4 Smyrne, et a prendre toutes mesures pour 
que les décisions de cet organe soient strictement exécutées par leurs troupes 
ou par les agents de leurs administrations civiles. 

Les Alliés ne sauraient en aucun cas accepter la responsabilité du maintien 
de Pordre lors de l’évacuation, non plus que le contréle direct de ?admini- 
stration civile; dans chaque zone, ce soin incombera aux autorités grecques 
jusqu’a [I’]évacuation, et aux autorités ottomanes dés le départ des troupes 
helléniques. 


2. Minorités. 


Les trois grandes Puissances considérent qu’elles ont le devoir d’assurer 
des garanties spéciales pour la protection des minorités chrétiennes 
dans les possessions turques en Asie, et minorités musulmanes en Europe. 
A cet effet, une étude spéciale sera faite, par une commission interalliée 
nommée par les trois Ministres des Affaires étrangéres, des dispositions qui 
sont contenues dans la législation turque et dans les différents traités rédigés 
depuis l’armistice. Ces dispositions, aprés avoir été définitivement amendées 
et approuvées par les Puissances, seront incorporées dans les articles du 
futur Traité de Paix et seront applicables, mutatis mutandis, a toutes les 
minorités intéressées. La Société des Nations, dans laquelle il est présumé 
qu’aprés la conclusion de la Paix la Turquie sera admise dans les mémes 
conditions que la Gréce, sera invitée 4 assumer spécialement la responsabilité, 
d’une part, d’assurer ces garanties et, d’autre part, d’en poursuivre l’exécu- 
tion. La Société des Nations sera invitée 4 désigner, aprés consultation des 
Gouvernements de la Gréce et de la Turquie, des commissaires spéciaux 
chargés de surveiller lexécution des clauses du nouveau traité relatives aux 
minorités, aussi bien en Europe qu’en Asie. L’attention de la Société des 
Nations sera spécialement attirée sur la nécessité de tels commissaires dans 
les zones suivantes: (1) Asie: 4 Smyrne, dans le Pont, dans les vilayets de 


2 A note on the Confidential Print runs: ‘The British version contains five paragraphs 
showing that the ‘‘organe interallié”’ is the committee of Allied generals at Constantinople 
acting, where necessary, in concert with the committee of Allied admirals. The French 
Government has been asked for an assurance that it adheres to the substance of these five 
paragraphs.’ (See No. 658, below.) 
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Pest et du sud-est, en Cilicie; et (2) Europe: en Thrace et en Thessalie. Ces 
commissaires auront pour mission, sous le contréle général du Haut-Com- 
missaire du Conseil de la Société des Nations a Constantinople, de faire des 
visites périodiques dans les zones en question et, de concert avec les autorités 
locales, de prendre les mesures nécessaires pour protéger les minorités con- 
formément aux clauses du traité. Lesdits commissaires feront directement 
des rapports au conseil de la Société des Nations et les soumettront a la 
réunion annuelle de |’assemblée de la Société, pour permettre aux nations 
représentées a l’assemblée d’étre en mesure d’assurer la fidéle exécution des 
stipulations pour lesquelles la Société aura accordé sa garantie. 


3. Arménie. 


Les trois Puissances, conscientes des engagements, qu’elles ont publique- 
ment pris en tant d’occasions, d’assurer au peuple arménien une existence 
nationale autonome, et désireuses de mettre en harmonie l’exécution de 
ces engagements avec la situation de fait actuelle, ont décidé d’inviter la 
Société des Nations 4 assumer la responsabilité spéciale de l’exécution des 
garanties qui sont recommandées pour la protection des minorités, aussi 
bien en Europe qu’en Asie, étant présumé que la Turquie, aprés conclusion 
de la paix, sera admise comme membre de cette Société. Les Puissances 
estiment qu’il ne pourra se présenter d’occasion plus favorable de donner 
satisfaction aux demandes des Arméniens, qui, aussi bien en nombre qu’en 
importance, sont au premier rang de ces minorités. Les demandes des 
Armeéniens se résument dans I’aspiration générale de se voir réserver un 
foyer national dans l’une ou |’autre des zones de |’Asie Mineure ot ils ont 
jusqu’ici résidé en nombre considérable. Le choix de la région ot ce foyer 
pourra le mieux étre assuré dépend de conditions politiques, économiques et 
sociales sur lesquelles il est actuellement impossible de se prononcer définitive- 
ment. ‘Toutefois, les Puissances recommanderont particuli¢érement a la 
Société des Nations d’entrer, aussitét aprés la conclusion de la paix, en 
rapports avec le Gouvernement ottoman, al ’effet de créer un tel foyer national 
pour les Arméniens, et de s’efforcer de déterminer les conditions auxquelles 
il peut étre réalisé et pourvu des garanties nécessaires a son existence future. 
A cet effet, les trois Puissances promettent de donner toute |’assistance 
possible, convaincues que la solution amiable du probléme arménien est 
également désirable dans l’intérét des Arméniens, de la Turquie et de la paix 
de l’Orient. 

4. Thrace. 

La frontiére en Europe entre la Gréce et la Turquie suivra le tracé suivant: 
elle partira d’un point a choisir dans le voisinage de Ganos sur la mer de 
Marmara, et sera tracée dans une direction nord et nord-est pour aboutir a 
la frontiére bulgare, dans le massif occidental des monts Strandja, laissant 
en territoire grec les villes de Baba-Eski et de Kirk-Kilissé et en territoire 
turc la ville de Rodosto. Une zone démilitarisée sera constituée, qui com- 
prendra le territoire européen de la Turquie et, en territoire hellénique, 
espace compris entre la frontiére gréco-turque définie ci-dessus et une ligne 
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qui suivra la rive orientale de la Maritza, de son embouchure a un point 
situé a 20 kilom. au sud d’Andrinople, un arc de cercle de méme rayon 
ayant Andrinople pour centre tracé a l’est de la ville jusqu’a sa rencontre 
avec la riviére Pravodia et le cours de cette riviére jusqu’a la frontiére bulgare. 

Le Gouvernement ottoman accordera au commerce de la partie de la 
Thrace orientale demeurant grecque toutes facilités dans le port de Rodosto 
et sur les routes et chemins de fer construits et 4 construire vers ce port. 

En ce qui concerne les villes d’Andrinople et de Smyrne, il sera inséré 
dans le Traité de Paix des stipulations assurant la protection spéciale et la 
representation adéquate des divers éléments ethniques et religieux de ces 
deux villes. Ces stipulations s’inspireront notamment du projet de traité 
signé le 10 aout 1920 entre Ja Gréce d’une part, et l’Empire britannique, la 
France, |’Italie et le Japon d’autre part. 


5. Lone démilitarisée. 


Dans ceux des territoires de la zone démilitarisée qui sont ou seront 
occupés par les Alliés et qui sont définis ci-aprés, les forces de gendarmerie 
helléniques ou ottomanes seront subordonnées au commandement interallié 
d’occupation de ces territoires. 

Cette zone démilitarisée comprend: 


1. En Europe: 


Cotes de la mer Egée: du cap Helles 4 l’embouchure de la Maritza—rives 
orientales de la Maritza jusqu’a un point situé a 20 kilom. au sud d’Andri- 
nople—arc de cercle ayant Andrinople comme centre, avec le méme rayon 
jusqu’a sa rencontre avec la riviére Pravodia, cours de cette riviére jusqu’a 
la frontiére bulgare—frontiére bulgare jusqu’a la mer Noire—cétes de la mer 
Noire jusqu’au Bosphore (rive ouest). 


2. En Aste: 


Bosphore (rive est)—cdtes de la mer Noire jusqu’au cap situé a 18 kilom. 
est de Shilé—ligne allant de ce cap au cap de Yarindjé (golfe d’ Ismid)—c6tes 
de la mer de Marmara au cap de Yarindjé, a l’isthme séparant du continent 
la presqu’ile d’Artaki, ligne traversant cet isthme dans sa partie la plus 
étroite, cote de la Marmara jusqu’au point ow la fronti¢re du sandjak de 
Tchanak aboutit sur la Marmara, frontiére du sandjak jusqu’a son débouché 
dans le golfe d’Adramit. 


3. les: 
Sont comprises dans la zone démilitarisée: 
(a) Les iles de la mer de Marmara; 
(b) Les iles de Samothrace, Imbros, Tenedos, Lemnos et Mytiléne. 


En vue d’éviter les contacts armés entre les forces turques et helléniques, 
et de garantir d’autre part la liberté des Détroits: 

1. Dans le délai de trois mois a partir de la mise en vigueur du futur 
traité, 11 sera procédé au désarmement et au démantélement de tous ouvrages, 
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fortifications ou batteries dans une zone comprenant les territoires et iles 
définis ci-dessus. 

I] sera procédé également dans le méme délai a l’enlévement et a la 
destruction de tous organes de défense maritime (tubes lance-torpilles, lignes 
de mines ou de torpilles, filets ou obstructions de toute nature, projecteurs, 
&c.) existants sur le littoral ou dans les eaux de la méme zone. 

Sont interdites, dans ladite zone et dans ces iles, la reconstruction de ces 
ouvrages et la construction d’ouvrages semblables. La France, la Grande- 
Bretagne et |’Italie auront le droit, dans ladite zone, ainsi dans les iles de 
Lemnos, Imbros, Samothrace et Tenedos, de préparer la mise hors de service 
des routes et voies ferrées existantes et pouvant étre utilisées pour amener 
rapidement des batteries mobiles, et dont |’établissement y reste interdit. 

Dans les iles de Lemnos, Imbros, Samothrace et Tenedos, 1’établissement 
de nouvelles routes ou voies ferrées ne pourra étre entrepris qu’avec |’autori- 
sation des trois Puissances ci-dessus mentionneées. 

2. Les mesures prévues au paragraphe 1, alinéa premier, seront exécut¢ces, 
par les soins et aux frais de la Gréce et de la Turquie, en ce qui concerne 
leurs territoires respectifs et sous le contréle prévu a l’article.3 

3. Les territoires ainsi que les eaux, ports et rades de la zone démilitarisée 
et les iles qu’elle comprend ne pourront étre utilisés militairement en cas de 
nécessité que par les trois Puissances alliées ci-dessus visées agissant con- 
jointement. Cette disposition n’est pas exclusive de Pemploi dans lesdites 
zones et iles des forces de gendarmerie et de police helléniques ou ottomanes 
nécessaires pour y maintenir l’ordre, non plus que d’une garnison hellénique 
dans l’ile de Mytiléne, et d’une garnison ottomane a Constantinople en plus 
de la garde personnelle du Sultan. 

Toutefois, les effectifs maximum autorisés pour ces forces de gendarmerie 
et de police et pour ces garnisons seront fixés en considération du service a 
assurer, par le commandement interallié des troupes d’occupation visées a 
Palinéa 3 ci-dessus. 

4. La Grande-Bretagne, la France et l’Italie agissant conjointement 
auront la faculté d’exercer la surveillance sur toute l’étendue de la zone 
démilitarisée, de maniére 4 empécher qu’aucune action puisse étre effectuée 
ou préparée qui, directement ou indirectement, serait susceptible de porter 
atteinte aux stipulations des alinéas 1, 2 et 3 précédents. 

Cette surveillance sera exercée: 

Au point de vue naval, par un stationnaire de chacune desdites Puissances 
alliées ; 

Au point de vue militaire, par un service d’inspection confié a des officiers 
alliés, et qui sera organisé dans les conditions fixées par le commandement 
interallié d’occupation. 

5. La Grande-Bretagne, la France et l’Italie, agissant conjointement, 
auront en outre la faculté de maintenir dans la presqu’ile de Gallipoli et 
sur la cote nord de Marmara, jusqu’a Rodosto inclus, telles forces militaires 
et acriennes qu’elles estimeraient nécessaires. 


3 The numbering of the article was dependent upon the drafting of the treaty. 
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Tout en limitant Poccupation interalliée 4 la région ci-dessus vis¢e, 
lesdites Puissances se réservent le droit de |’étendre conjointement a d’autres 
régions de la zone démilitarisée prévue, dans le cas ow les stipulations qui 
font l’objet des présentes dispositions viendraient a étre violées. 

6. Les forces d’occupation visée, ci-dessus, pourront en cas de nécessité 
exercer a terre le droit de réquisition dans les mémes conditions que celles 
prévues par le réglement annexé a la Convention IV de La Haye 1907, ou 
toute autre convention qui viendrait a remplacer celle-ci et 4 laquelle 
chacune desdites Puissances serait partie. Toutefois, ces réquisitions ne 
pourront étre effectuées que moyennant paiement immédiat. 

7. La Grande-Bretagne, la France et I’Italie retireront leurs troupes de 
Constantinople et de la partie de la zone démilitarisée qu’elles doivent 
évacuer trois mois 4 partir de la mise en vigueur du traité. 

Une commission sera constituée dans les quinze jours qui suivront la mise 
en vigueur du futur traité pour fixer sur place les limites de la partie conti- 
nentale de la zone démilitarisée prévue ci-dessus. Cette commission sera 
composée de trois membres respectivement nommés par les autorités 
militaires de la France, de la Grande-Bretagne et de I’Italie, et, selon les 
cas, d'un membre nommé par le Gouvernement hellénique, en ce qui 
concerne le partie de la zone placée sous la souveraineté hellénique, ou 
d’un membre nommé par le Gouvernement ottoman, en ce qui concerne 
la partie de la zone restant sous la souveraineté ottomane. Les décisions de 
la commission, qui statuera a la majorité des voix, seront obligatoires pour 
les parties intéress¢ées. 

Les frais de cette commission seront imputés au compte des frais d’occu- 
pation de ladite zone. 


6. Forces armées de la Turquie. 


Quant aux forces armées de la Turquie, les Puissances ne voient pas la 
possibilité d’admettre le maintien de la conscription, qui a été écartée dans 
tous les traités signés avec les Puissances européennes anciennes belligérantes. 
Elles sont, toutefois, disposées 4 étudier dans un esprit amical la déter- 
mination de la période dans laquelle le systéme du recrutement volontaire 
devra étre établi. 

Les Puissances alli¢es recommanderont 4 la Turquie utilisation d’officiers 
alliés pour l’organisation, le commandement et l’instruction de la gen- 
darmeric, en indiquant que ces officiers seraient au service de la Turquie 
selon les pratiques en usage avant 1914. 

Aprés un examen approfondi fait par les experts militaires des chiffres 
qu’1l est possible d’indiquer pour les effectifs de l’armée turque, les Puissances 
admettent que ces effectifs peuvent atteindre les chiffres suivants: 


45,000 hommes pour la gendarmerie. 
40,000 hommes pour I|’armée. 





- 85,000 hommes au total. 
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7. Dispositions financteéres. 

Il n’est pas dans !’intention des trois Puissances de prévoir dans le Traité de 
Paix un contréle général des finances et de l’administration ottomane. Le 
décret de Mouharrem, les décrets annexes, ainsi que tous les contrats énumérés 
a l’Annexe I des clauses financiéres du projet de Traité de Sévres sont 
maintenus. 

I] sera tenu cependant compte des dispositions des Traités de Versailles 
et de Saint-Germain supprimant les fonctions des délégués allemand et 
austro-hongrois au Conseil de la Dette publique ottomane. 

Le principe de la contribution a la Dette publique ottomane des terri- 
toires détachés de |’Empire ottoman est maintenu, ainsi que le mode de 
calcul de cette contribution. 

Une Commission de Liquidation composée de représentants des trois 
Puissances alli¢ées sera chargée du réglement des dépenses d’occupation 
militaires des Puissances alli¢es depuis ]’armistice jusqu’a la mise en vigueur 
du Traité de Paix et aprés cette mise en vigueur, ainsi que des réclamations 
des ressortissants alliés pour dommages subis antérieurement a cette mise en 
vigueur. 

La Turquie s’engagera a verser a cette Commission de Liquidation, 
pendant vingt années, une annuité de cinq millions de livres sterling 
a exprimer en une monnaie indépendante des fluctuations du change. 
Toutefois, pendant les premiéres années, la commission aura la faculté de 
ne réclamer a la Turquie qu’une somme de trois millions de livres sterling 
exprimés dans la méme monnaie or par an, ¢tant entendu que la différence 
entre le montant total de l’annuité et cette annuité réduite sera répartie sur 
les années suivantes. 

Pour assurer le paiement de cette annuité, le Gouvernement ottoman 
devra affecter irrévocablement les excédents restant libres des revenus de la 
douane, de la dime et de l’aghnam, ainsi que la part du Gouvernement 
dans les concessions existantes ou a venir. 

La Commission de Liquidation déterminera les moyens qu’elle jugera 
convenables pour assurer la gestion des revenus donnés en gage. 


7 bis. Clauses financteres. 
Projet d Article relatif aux Concessions. 

Le Gouvernement ottoman devra demander I’avis de la Commission 
financiére, avant promulgation, sur les contrats des nouvelles concessions 
ou de prorogation de concessions existantes 4 accorder en faveur des res- 
sortissants ottomans ou de tous autres. 

Le Gouvernement ottoman devra en outre donner a la Commission 
de Liquidation et a son représentant toutes les facilités nécessaires pour 
l’accomplissement de sa mission auprés des administrations intéressées. 


8. Régime des Capitulations. 


Les Puissances alli¢es désirent assurer 4 la Turquie toute l’indépendance 
économique compatible avec une protection convenable des intéréts de 
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leurs nationaux. A cet effet, elles sont disposées 4 réunir 4 Constantinople, 
dans les trois mois de l’entrée en vigueur du Traité de Paix, une commission 
composée de représentants de la Grande-Bretagne, de la France, de I’Italie 
et du Japon d’une part, et de la Turquie d’autre part, pour préparer, avec 
l’assistance d’experts techniques représentant les autres Puissances a Capitu- 
lations, des propositions pour la revision du régime capitulaire en matiére 
fiscale. 

Ces propositions stipuleront l’égalité fiscale entre les sujets étrangers et 
les sujets turcs, tout en protégeant les premiers contre des taxations excessives 
ou des abus dans le recouvrement, et toute modification des droits de douane 
qui serait reconnue nécessaire du consentement des Puissances intéressées. 

En ce qui regarde les Capitulations en matiére judiciaire, les Puissances 
alli¢es renouvellent leur offre primitive de réunir dans le méme deélai une 
commission semblable pour préparer un projet de réforme judiciaire destiné 
a remplacer le systéme capitulaire, qui continuera provisoirement a étre 
appliqué en attendant la mise en vigueur du projet proposé. Cette commis- 
sion, ou la ‘Turquie sera représentée, aura la faculté de recommander soit un 
systéme judiciaire mixte, soit un systéme judiciaire unifié. 
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CHAPTER V 


Correspondence and Memoranda, 


March 26—September 2, 1922 


No. 571 


Mr. Lindley (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received March 27, 9.30 a.m.) 


Unnumbered Telegraphic [E 3347/5/44] 


ATHENS, March 26, 1922, I p.m. 

My telegram of March 26th.! 

Following for Marquess Curzon :— 

Minister for Foreign Affairs has with reference to his note accepting 
Allied proposal? communicated to their representative a memo for the con- 
sideration of the Drafting Committee of the Armistice. It is not intended 
to modify unconditional acceptance of offer by Greek government. French 
Minister is telegraphing text, which is in French. Points raised are follow- 
ing :-— 

1, It would be preferable to suppress word ‘general’ in line 1 of article 2. 

2. Words ‘at least 10 kilometres wide’ in article 2 should be replaced by 

words “as nearly as possible 10 kilometres wide’. 

g. It is taken for granted that under article 2 belligerents have use of the 

railways now being utilised by them. 

4. It is presumed that article 3 does not forbid men going on or returning 

from leave. 

5. It is presumed that article 3 applies also to Turkish Irregular Bands. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 49. 


! Not traced in the Foreign Office archives. 
2 See No. 560, Annex 3. 
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No. 572 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewwed March 27, 10 a.m.) 


No. 12" Telegraphic (E 3348/5 /44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, March 26, 1922, 8.45 p.m. 

My telegram No. 10.? 

Following for Marquess Curzon :— 

Grand Vizier has replied in writing? to joint communication‘ to the effect 
that since Armistice question is not the sole concern of the Constantinople 
Government proposal has been communicated to Kemal whose answer will 
be notified as soon as received. 

Reply then proceeds to observe that the joint communication of the three 
High Commissioners in announcing eventual evacuation of Asia Minor by 
the Greeks makes no mention of similar evacuation of Thrace including 
Adrianople ‘without which Capital of Empire cannot be considered as free 
from danger of future aggression’. 

Repeated to Foreign Office. 


1 This telegram was addressed to Paris. 

2 Not traced in the Foreign Office archives. 

3 In his note of March 26, copy of which was communicated to the Foreign Office by 
Sir H. Rumbold in his despatch No. 307 of March 28, not printed. 

* No. 560, Annex 3. 


No. 573 


Mr. Lindley (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recetved March 29, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 108 Telegraphic [E 3372/5/44] 


ATHENS, March 28, 1922, 1 p.m. 

My telegram to Paris of March 23rd.! 

French minister has communicated to Greek government Marshal Foch’s 
interpretation of word ‘enlévement’ in article 3 of armistice? as instructed by 
their Minister for Foreign Affairs at Paris. 

Interpretation amounts to demand that Greeks remain in full force in 
Asia Minor during negotiations and they may well base a request for finan- 
cial assistance on this demand. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 51. 


* Not traced in the Foreign Office archives. 
2 See No. 560, Annex 3 and No. 566. 


755 


No. 574 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recetved March 29, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 178 Telegraphic [E 3373/5/44]| 
CONSTANTINOPLE, March 28, 1922, 8.15 p.m. 


French high commissioner on instructions from his government to-day 
communicated to Grand Vizier and to Nationalist agent! here, telegram of 
the three foreign ministers? outlining proposals to be submitted to Turks 
and Greeks. 

French high commissioner subsequently told me that Grand Vizier had 
merely asked some questions as to procedure to be followed at proposed 
conference between Turks and Greeks. Nationalist agent thought Paris 
proposals might be accepted as a basis for further discussion with Greeks. 

French high commissioner stated that he had impressed on Nationalist 
agent the fact that allied powers were united in offering the present settle- 
ment to Turks and Greeks and had gone a long way to meet former. 

Nationalist agent who has just called on me appeared to be fairly well 
satisfied with proposals as communicated to him though he thought Nation- 
alists certain to ask for some further extensions of territory in Thrace. 

Repeated to Athens No. 33. 


' Hamid Bey. 2 See No. 568, n. 6. 


No. 575 


Mr. Lindley (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recerved March 29, 10.15 p.m.) 


No. 110 Telegraphic [E 3418/5 /44) 


Very urgent ATHENS, March 29, 1922, 5.45 p.m. 


French Minister yesterday communicated allied proposals! to Minister 
for Foreign Affairs. The latter circulated them in the Chamber which 
adjourned until March 31st to consider them. 

I saw Prime Minister and Minister for Foreign Affairs this morning and 
told them that as regards Thrace you had been more successful than I 
anticipated in securing recommendation of proposed line. I drew particular 
attention to the fact that allied occupation included Rodosto so that in- 
habitants of that town would have no cause for uneasiness. I also pointed 
out that many of proposals would not be welcome to Turks and that Greeks 
must look upon proposals as best that could be secured. 

Both Ministers assured me that they were grateful to you and knew that 
you had secured fairest terms you could. They then turned to question of 


1 See No. 568, n. 6. 
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protection of Christian minorities in Asia Minor and said that guarantees 
proposed were not only insufficient in themselves but were such as no Greek 
government could defend with hope of success. 

Already telegrams had begun to arrive from Smyrna and a regular panic 
would ensue as soon as proposals were known. Every Greek who had means 
would leave. They would be followed by general exodus of frenzied in- 
habitants who would achieve destruction of Greece. Prime Minister was 
particularly bitter at proposals placing Greeks and Turks in the same 
position regarding minorities. Of hundreds of thousands of Turks in Euro- 
pean Greece not one had suffered during the war whereas Turks had commit- 
ted wholesale massacres of millions. By placing the two nations on the same 
footing, allies had dishonoured Greece. 

It was true that powers were responsible ultimately for Christian popu- 

lation but Greeks had a special responsibility in that they had enrolled many 
thousands in their army to fight for the allies. How could these people be 
left to be massacred as rebels! He could not leave them to their fate merely 
by throwing responsibility on the Powers. 
_ Then the Greek government were called upon not only to evacuate Asia 
Minor but also to make sacrifices in Thrace. The first they could have done 
at any time if they had been willing to abandon population while still 
holding Thrace. How could he justify sacrifice in Thrace when they had 
obtained nothing for populations in Asia Minor. He would be told he had 
better clear out of Asia Minor and let Turks try to throw him out of Thrace. 
For reply I pointed out advantages of peaceful evacuation. His Excellency 
begged me to telegraph urgently to you to explain situation. 

Government will consult party leaders including Veniselists to-day and 
will have to make some sort of declaration of policy on Friday. 

Best I hope for is that they will accept proposals as a basis of discussion 
with Turks provided that Powers undertake adequate measures for protec- 
tion of Christian populations in Asia Minor. This question as I have so often 
pointed out is real difficulty and I fear little progress towards a settlement 
will be possible until something much more definite than present proposals 
has been decided. 

I have some difficulty in harmonizing terms of armistice with proposals 
regarding evacuation. The former forbids Greeks from removing their 
forces from Asia Minor during three months. (See Marshal Foch’s inter- 
pretation of word ‘enlévement’).2, The latter appear to contemplate a 
beginning of evacuation immediately. Greek Ministers did not raise this 
point but they probably will and I should like to be able to enlighten them. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 52. 


2 See No. 573- 
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No. 576 


Mr. Lindley (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recetved March 31, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 113 Telegraphic [E 3462/5 /44] 


ATHENS, March 30, 1922, 8.30 p.m. 

My telegram No. 110.! 

Public opinion seems to be hardening against the allied proposals and 
most papers have published very violent articles against them. 

In this crisis I thought it well to try to create a more favourable atmosphere 
and to-day saw General Danglis chief of Veniselists and Messieurs Boussios? 
and Stratos. I begged them to look at question as a whole and to remember 
how greatly Greece was in need of peace and how much she had gained in 
the last ten years. I also pointed out feature of proposals which would 
certainly be unwelcome to the Turks. 

General Danglis and Monsieur Stratos were reasonable but did not hide 
their bitter disappointment and anxiety regarding Christian population of 
Asia Minor. Monsieur Boussios maintained that demilitarisation of Thrace 
placed it at the mercy of Bulgaria. He also pointed out that Greek community 
in an Ottoman empire which would be homogeneously Turkish would be 
far worse off than it was in the old days when Greeks could exercise political 
influence on government by working with other non-Turkish elements. 

He agreed that Greeks required peace but war was better than some kinds 
of peace. He evidently hoped that if some Veniselists were taken into the 
government Greece might obtain better terms. Prime Minister has not yet 
seen party leaders and no one can foretell what will happen in assembly 
tomorrow.? 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 53. 


t No. 575. 2 A Deputy from Macedonia. 

3 Mr. Lindley described the debate in the Greek Parliament on April 1 in his despatch 
No. 182 of April 6, not printed. The Liberals left the Chamber in a body and the Govern- 
ment secured, in a vote of confidence, 163 votes against 52. In this despatch Mr. Lindley 
went on to say: “The point on which public opinion is undoubtedly most moved is the fate 
of the Greek population in Asia Minor, and I much fear that no Greek Government will be 
able to begin evacuation before they can persuade the public here that this population can 
remain secure in their homes after the Greek troops have left. In this connection I would 
venture to remind your Lordship of the depth to which public opinion in England was 
stirred at the time of the Jameson raid by the telegrams announcing, quite untruly, that the 
lives of British women and children were in danger at Johannesburg. It was then a question 
of a few hundreds exposed to a very problematical danger. It is now a question of hundreds 
of thousands exposed to a peril which the experience of the last eight years has proved to be 
a terrible one. If one also considers that there is a large Greek army now protecting this 
population, and confident that it can continue to do so for a long time to come, the difficulties 
of the situation will be apparent. I know that your Lordship realises the position as well as 
anyone, but I have thought it right once again to refer to what is, in my opinion, the great 
difficulty in restoring peace in the East.’ 
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No. 577 


Mr. Lindley (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received March 31, 7.15 p.m.) 


No. 114 Telegraphic [E 3493/5/44] 


ATHENS, March 31, 1922, 2 p.m. 

My telegram No. 113.! 

I saw Prime Minister and Minister for Foreign Affairs this morning. 
They were quite uncertain whether they would survive sitting of Chamber this 
evening. They are going to announce that they are studying peace proposals 
and will make no reply until Turkish answer to armistice proposal has been 
received. 

In conversation, ministers pointed out that to accept now would mean 
inevitable fall of government and they are right. Nor do they seem under 
any obligation to reply until Turks have done so regarding armistice. If 
Turks refuse latter view of ministers is that proposals for Greece automati- 
cally lapse and they evidently hope to mobilize Serbia and Roumania against 
proposal for common frontier between Turkey and Bulgaria. 

In the meantime I gather movement for defending Smyrna zone and 
establishing autonomy there is gathering strength. 

Repeated to Constantinople, Bucharest and Belgrade. 


' No. 576. 


No. 578 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Mr. Lindley (Athens) 


No. 57 Telegraphic [E 3360/5 /44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, March 31, 1922, 3.50 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 27 to Paris (Paris telegram No. 179 of March 28th.! 
Armistice proposal and Smyrna autonomy movement). 

It is not clear how far Greek government and Veniselists are respec- 
tively responsible for Greek nationalist movement in Asia Minor, but you 
should make it clear to Greek government that such a movement would 
be viewed by His Majesty’s Government with the greatest disappointment 
and displeasure and could only have disastrous results. 

Please repeat last paragraph of your telegram under reference to Sir 
H. Lamb who should make a similar communication to M. Sterghiades.? 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 152 and Smyrna No. 4. 

' Not printed. In this telegram Mr. Lindley had reported that General Papoulas had 
received an invitation from the Committee of National Defence at Constantinople to join 
the Smyrna autonomy movement and had sent Colonel Sariyannis to Constantinople to 
ask for details. 

2 Referring to this telegram, Sir H. Lamb, in his telegram No. 9 of April 3, reported as 
follows: ‘I have spoken to Greek High Commissioner as instructed. His Excellency assured 
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me that he has strongly opposed national defence movement from the beginning and 
although unable to suppress all expression of opinion or manifestation of feeling on the 
part of the population whose welfare and even existence is at stake he had prevented move- 
ment from assuming a really dangerous shape here; somehow this coincides with impressions 
which I have had all along.’ 


No. 579 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Mr. Lindley (Athens) 
No. 59 Telegraphic [E 3462/5 /44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, April 1, 1922, 6 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 113 (of March goth,! allied proposals). 

My telegram No. 58? (of 31st March),3 is for such use as you can make in 
relieving exaggerated apprehensions. 

With regard to the objection that the demilitarization of Thrace places 
Greek position at the mercy of Bulgaria, you can point out, as was stated in 
my speech, that special provision has been made against this danger by 
allowing Greece to maintain certain forces round Adrianople as a watch 
upon the Bulgarian frontier. Military authorities at Paris regarded this 
as adequate protection.‘ 


! No. 576. 

2 Note on original: ‘This contained extracts from Lord Curzon’s speech in House of Lords 
on 3oth March.’ See 49 H.L. Deb. 5 s., cols. 985-1003. 

3 Not printed. 

4 In his telegram No. 119 of April 2, Mr. Lindley replied : ‘I communicated your telegram 
No. 58 at once to press and called attention of Minister of Foreign Affairs to its importance. 
But that telegram made no mention of Greeks being allowed certain forces in eastern Thrace. 
I will take steps to make this known.’ 


No. 580 


Mr, Lindley (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewved April 2, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 116 Telegraphic (E 3514/5/44] 


ATHENS, April 1, 1922, 7 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 57.! 

I made communication as instructed this morning to Minister for Foreign 
Affairs who replied that the government had nothing to do with the move- 
ment and disapproved it. 

This was true short time ago since as indicated in my telegram No. 80? 
movement was initiated at Constantinople and Smyrna and was directed 
against the government and dynasty so far as it had any connection with 
Greece at all. I am not sure however that Greek government have not been 
coquetting with it since receipt of peace proposals and Minister for Foreign 


1 No. 578. 2 Of March 11, not printed. 
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Affairs informed me today that he had just received feeler from Constanti- 
nople indicating that leaders there would drop their anti-dynastic attitude 
for the time being if Greek government would support them. He said that 
he did not intend to reply but Crown and government will be greatly 
tempted to rally Veniselist elements in Turkey to their side by giving support 
to their movement. 

I trust that your speech in the House of Lords? will have effect it deserves 
in allaying fears of Greek populations in Asia Minor and their sympathisers 
here. This remains most important point for the moment. Press is as hostile 
as ever to proposals. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


3 See No. 579, n. 2. 


No. 581 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received April 2, 9 a.m.) 


No. 186 Telegraphic [E 3519/5 /44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, April 1, 1922, 7.45 p.m. 

My telegram 182.! 

Grand Vizier stated today that a special committee of the Cabinet had 
been appointed to report on allied proposals for a settlement. He thought 
that two or three sittings of Cabinet would be sufficient to enable Turkish 
government to return a reply to these proposals. Speaking for himself he 
said that the weak point of proposals from Turkish point of view was pro- 
posed frontier line in Thrace. He did not see how Constantinople Turks 
and still less Anatolian Turks could give up their claim to Adrianople. 
Apart from this he saw little difficulty in arriving at a settlement on all 
points. I begged Grand Vizier to look upon proposals as a whole and to 
be assured that they represent the extreme limit to which allies would be 
prepared to go. Allies had been unanimous in regard to proposals. They 
were solid as to proposed frontier line in Thrace. 

I asked him to impress on his colleagues that allies had done their utmost 
to devise a solution which would be equitable to both parties. They could not 
ask the Greeks to evacuate the whole of Eastern Thrace as well as Anatolia. 

It is important to dispel the illusion that territorial proposals of allies 
leave room for bargaining. 

I notice a tendency on the part both of central government and of 
nationalist agent to think these proposals may serve as a basis for discussion 
during which Turks might secure further territorial concessions. 

The attitude of Turks will also no doubt be influenced by what happens 
at Athens. 

Repeated to Athens [No.] 35. 


t Of March 31, not printed. 
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No. 582 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 156 Telegraphic [E 3519/5/44| 
FOREIGN OFFICE, April 4, 1922, 6 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 186 (of April rst; Allied proposals)," and Athens 
telegram No. 118 (of April 2nd).? 


Your language is approved. 
Proposals as a whole constitute solution devised and unanimously recom- 


mended by allies, who have invited Greeks and Turks to a conference to 
express their views on proposed solution. 

This involves discussion and may result here or there either in modification 
or expansion of detail. But this is a very different thing from surrender of 
main outlines of allied scheme or consent to bargain about principal issues 
involved. 

I made this quite clear in one passage of my speech in the House of Lords! 
which was repeated to you and you may give it such publicity as you think 
useful. 

Repeated to Athens No. 61. 


' No. 581. 
2 Not printed. In this telegram Mr. Lindley had stated: ‘I entirely agree with Sir H. 


Rumbold that it is important that territorial proposals should be regarded as unchange- 
able... .’ 
3 See No. 579, n. 2. 


No. 583 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recetved April 6, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 194 Telegraphic [E 3677/5 /44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, April 5, 1922, [1.10 p.m. 


Following is slightly condensed English version of message from Yussuf 
Kemal Bey delivered this afternoon to three high commissioners by Kemalist 
representative: 

Government of Grand National Assembly have examined with greatest 
attention proposals for immediate suspension of hostilities, urgently recom- 
mended as their first duty by three Ministers for Foreign Affairs with eminent- 
ly humane object of restoring peace in Near East and bringing about 
evacuation of Turkish territory without further loss of life and property. 
Government of Grand National Assembly are grateful for efforts of Ministers 
for Foreign Affairs to end war of invasion which Greek army, landed at 
Smyrna, conducts as civilized world knows in manner causing loss of count- 
less Moslem lives and incalculable devastation. Government of Grand 
National Assembly accept in principle armistice proposed with declared 


! This telegram was despatched later than telegrams Nos. 195 and 196. 
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intention of bringing about evacuation of Turkish territory. They cannot, 
however, consent to let armistice create in favour of enemy possibility of 
resuming war of invasion condemned by whole world with fresh force, thus 
exposing Turkey to new sacrifices and again disturbing peace of world. As 
Great Powers are aware reasons for this attitude are not wanting. Govern- 
ment of King Constantine met efforts made at London in March 1921? by 
ordering offensive which was unsuccessful. King Constantine similarly met 
peace recommendations of three Ministers for Foreign Affairs at Paris in 
June? by landing at Smyrna with mien of conqueror and again launching 
fruitless offensive costing much life and property. 

With such precedents before them my government consider it fundamental 
and indispensable condition of armistice that evacuation should be pro- 
ceeded with as soon as armistice is concluded. Conditions transmitted in 
note of March 23rd* do not constitute guarantee either for evacuation or 
against renewal of hostilities. In latter eventuality they would make it 
necessary for Turkish army to resume defence of country in unfavourable 
conditions resulting from prolonged control. 

On the other hand we are convinced that three Powers equally desire 
earliest possible deliverance of Moslems in occupied territory from un- 
speakable atrocities which have lasted three years as proved by impartial 
European and American investigation and which have been extended and 
intensified since late armistice proposal taking form of wholesale massacre, 
destruction and rape. My government are convinced that proposal for 
evacuation on conclusion of armistice accords with views of three Powers as 
armistice proposal was made with declared intention of insuring peaceful 
evacuation of Asia Minor and restoration of Turkish sovereignty over whole 
of that region. 

Government of Great National Assembly, therefore, propose that period 
of armistice should be four months [this] being time allowed for evacuation of 
Anatolia and they agree to automatic prolongation for further three months 
if preliminary peace negotiations should not have terminated. As regards 
procedure my government consider it necessary that line Eski Shehr-— 
Kutahia—Afi{um] Kara Hissar be evacuated in first fifteen days and whole 
of occupied territory including Smyrna within four months of beginning of 
armistice. My government would willingly agree that evacuation and resump- 
tion of possession of occupied territories should take place under supervision 
of three Powers by means of mixed commissions of allied officers and Turkish 
and Greek representatives, these commissions to have power to regulate 
modalities of resumption of possession of evacuated districts by government 
of Great National Assembly and to take measures to ensure safety of persons 
and property during operations and that Turkish troops should only enter 
restored districts after lapse of fifteen days after evacuation. 

Should allied powers accept foregoing points which as public opinion of 
world will doubtless recognize constitute fresh proof of peaceful intentions 


2 See Vol. VX, Chap. II. 3 See Vol. XV, Chap. V. 
+ Not printed. See, however, No. 560, Annex 3. 
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of Grand National Assembly my government is prepared to despatch dele- 
gates in three weeks to town to be agreed upon to examine peace proposals 
of three Powers.5 

French text® follows by post. 


5 On this telegram the War Office commented, on April 7, as follows: 

‘(i) The evacuation of the Eskishehir-Aftum Kara Hissar line. 
This area is at present occupied by the II Ird Greek Army Corps in the North and IInd 
Greek Army Corps in the South, and contains three large depots at Eskishehir, Kutaya 
and Afium Kara Hissar. ... It has been estimated that the clearing of depots will 
take longer than the evacuation of the troops. The information available regarding 
the size of the depots is not very full, but it appears from the scheme [see No. 560, 
n. 11] drawn up by General Harington that the evacuation of material in the front 
zone would take a month, though the troops could be out in 15 days. It appears, 
therefore, that 15 days is not long enough to enable the Greeks to evacuate the 
Eskishehir-Kutaya-Afium Kara Hissar line. 
‘In addition to the question of the evacuation of material, it must be remembered that a 
large staff of Allied officers have to be assembled to supervise the evacuation by the 
Greeks and the taking over by the Turks, and that some time would be required to 
enable them to reach their destinations. It is, further, an essential point in General 
Harington’s scheme that Turkish troops shall not enter this first zone until the Greeks 
are clear from the second zone. 

‘(ii) Complete evacuation within four months. 
General Harington’s proposals for the evacuation gave 4 months as the minimum period 
within which the evacuation could be completed. But this period was to date from the 
‘“‘termination”’ of the armistice, which would have given the Greeks and the Allied 
commissions three months to make their preliminary arrangements, draw up time tables, 
arrange for shipping, collect rolling stock etc. If the evacuation were to be commenced 
at once, it is doubtful if it could be completed in 4 months. 
‘From the above it would appear that the Greeks should be allowed more time for their 
evacuation, otherwise they may be forced to leave part of their stores behind, and this is 
not intended.... Ifthe Nationalist conditions are accepted, the Turks will arrive at the 
Conference with the Anatolian question settled. The Nationalist Army would thereby 
be free to move on Constantinople, and even into Thrace. At the same time, the Greek 
Army would be in a position to concentrate in Thrace also. 
‘Thus the centre of activity would probably shift to Thrace. In which case, the Allied 
Forces at Constantinople might find themselves with a Greek Army behind them in 
Thrace, and a Turkish Nationalist Army in front of them at Ismid threatening Constan- 
tinople or in the Chanak Sandjak threatening the Dardanelles or in both places. This 
would create a most dangerous situation for the Allies. 

‘The General Staff is therefore of opinion that the conditions proposed by the 
Nationalists must on no account be granted.’ 


6 This was transmitted to the Foreign Office by Sir H. Rumbold in his despatch No. 339 
of April 6, not printed. The French text is given by Frangulis, vol. ii, pp. 373-5. 
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No. 584 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received April 6, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 195 Telegraphic [E 3680/5 /44| 


CONSTANTINOPLE, April 5, 1922, 1 p.m. 


My immediately preceding telegram.! 

I went carefully through telegram from Angora with Nationalist agent 
and pointed out that whereas Nationalists proposed that evacuation of 
Asia Minor should begin as soon as armistice is concluded, preamble to 
armistice proposal merely referred to three foreign ministers being placed in 
a position to make proposals for evacuation of Asia Minor. 

I then spoke to him in sense of formula printed at top of page 3 of minutes 
of second meeting at Paris on March 23rd? as also on lines of your telegram 
No. 1 (?56).3 

I said I would immediately transmit Angora telegram to you but that I 
did not imagine proposal to divide armistice into two periods, Nationalists 
to occupy main strategical railway at end of first fortnight, would commend 
itself to Greeks. Nationalist agent expressed personal opinion that Turks 
might come to a conference without an armistice at all. 

Repeated to Athens No. 40. 


t No. 583. 2 See No. 561. 3 No. 582. 


No. 585 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recetved April 6, 10.35 a.m.) 


No. 196 Telegraphic [E 3686/5 /44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, April 5, 1922, II p.m. 


In accordance with instructions from French government, allied high 
commissioners today presented to Grand Vizier letter signed by three 
foreign ministers! covering proposal for solution of Near East conflict. As 
letter was undated we informed Grand Vizier that period of three weeks 
mentioned in connection with proposed conference would run from today. 
An identic document was handed to the nationalist agent by three dragomans 
who made a similar communication with regard to the date from which 
the three weeks would run. 

Grand Vizier enquired whether the evacuation would begin directly an 
armistice had been concluded. We replied that evacuation of Asia Minor 
was subject to the acceptance of other conditions of general settlement and 


1 Not printed. See No. 568, n. 6. 
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we spoke in the exact sense of your telegram No. 156,? substance of which I 
had previously communicated to my colleagues. 

I have given the widest publicity to the passage of your speech in the 
House of Lords which was repeated to me. 

Repeated to Athens No. 41. 


2 No. 582. 3 See No. 579. 


No. 586 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Hardinge (Paris) and Str 
R. Graham (Rome) 


No. 120' Telegraphic: by bag (E 3718/5 /44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, April 7, 1922, 3.45 p.m. 


French ambassador informs me? by instruction that French High Com- 
missioner at Constantinople has been asked by Angora representative: 


(1) Does evacuation depend only on conclusion of armistice or is it 
conditional on acceptance of all the allies’ proposals? 
(2) From what date do the periods fixed for evacuation run? 


French government propose to reply that under the text of the armistice 
evacuation cannot follow immediately on signature as its terms prohibit all 
movements of troops, and its object is to allow for a discussion of peace 
preliminaries. Evacuation should only begin after expiration of armistice. 

On the other hand it is conceivable that evacuation might begin before 
expiration of the three months if in the meanwhile the body of the conditions 
of peace had been accepted reserving the discussion of any special points, 
instead of beginning only after the signature of peace preliminaries which 
however might also take place before end of three months. 

Above French proposal has also been made at Rome. 

I am answering French ambassador that I concur in proposed reply.3 

Meanwhile I have received Angora answer to proposal for an armistice‘ 
and it is doubtless in hands of government to which you are accredited. 
The French proposal given above constitutes a complete answer to it. You 
should therefore request government to which you are accredited to com- 
municate it to their representative at Constantinople and instruct him to 
concert with his two allied colleagues with a view to sending a joint identic 
answer to Angora in its terms. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 160 and Athens No. 65. 


t No. 120 to Paris, No. 108 to Rome. 2 In a Note of April 5, not printed. 

3 In a Note of April 7, not printed. This Note was drafted by Mr. Lindsay. Lord 
Curzon minuted on April 6: ‘I agree to... Mr. Lindsay’s draft tho’ I am not quite sure 
that Angora will regard . . . [it] as a “complete reply’. But as long as the French run 
reasonably straight I am all for pushing them into the front line.’ 

4 See No. 583. 
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No. 587 


Mr. Lindley (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received April 8, 8.30 a.m.) 
No. 129 Telegraphic [E 3747/5/44) 
ATHENS, April 7, 1922, 9 p.m. 

My telegram No. 110.! 

French and Italian representatives and I yesterday presented Munister 
for Foreign Affairs letter signed? by the three Ministers for Foreign Affairs 
at Paris. 

French minister expressed the opinion that the period of three weeks 
began on the day when he communicated telegram containing the same 
proposal. I agreed. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 62. 


™ No. 575- 2 Not printed. See No. 568, n. 6. 


No. 588 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Hardinge (Parts) and Sir 
R. Graham (Rome) 


No. 123! Telegraphic [E 3718/5 /44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, April 8, 1922, 4.55 p.m. 


My telegrams Nos. 162? and 1633 to Constantinople and 66 to Athens 
(of April 8th:4 Allied proposals). 

Please urge government to which you are accredited to instruct their 
representatives at Constantinople and Athens to take similar action. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 164 and Athens No. 69. 

1 No. 123 to Paris, No. 110 to Rome. 

2 Of April 8, not printed. This instructed Sir H. Rumbold to ‘endeavour to obtain early 
and definite replies’ to the allied proposals. 

3 No. 589, below. 

4 Not printed. This stated: ‘Please endeavour to obtain early Greek reply on Allied 
proposals.’ 


No. 589 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 163 Telegraphic (E 3718/5/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, April 8, 1922, 5.45 p.m. 


You will have seen from my telegram No. 120 to Paris! and Rome what 
we propose as reply to Angora. 

French government have suggested? that reply should also point out that 
Nationalist demand for extension of armistice period from three to four 


™ No. 586. 2 In a Note of April 8, not printed. 
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months is superfluous, since it is automatically renewable until belligerents 
have accepted peace preliminaries. 

I see no objection to this, although I doubt if it is necessary, and you are 
authorised to make this addition to proposed reply, if your colleagues are 
similarly instructed. 

Repeated to Paris No. 125, Rome No. 112, and Athens No. 68. 


No. 590 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received April 18) 


No. 354 [E 4065/5 /44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, April 10, 1922 
My Lord, 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs called on me on the 8th instant in order 
to communicate to me the reply of the Constantinople Government both 
to the Armistice proposal and to the solution worked out by the three 
Ministers for Foreign Affairs at Paris. 

2. I have the honour to transmit to your Lordship this reply in original.' 
A copy was forwarded to your Lordship by post on the gth instant.? 

3. Your Lordship will observe that, as regards the Armistice proposal, the 
Central Government merely says that you are already acquainted with the 
point of view of the Army in this connection. By the use of the expression 
the Army, the Constantinople Government, of course, refers to the Angora 
Government. 

4. The Constantinople Government dwells on the necessity for bringing 
about as soon as possible the evacuation of Asia Minor. I took this oppor- 
tunity of explaining, to the best of my ability, to Izzet Pasha the reasons 
for which the evacuation of Asia Minor had been alluded to in the preamble 
of the Armistice proposal, and I spoke much in the sense of the second 
paragraph of the proposed French reply to Angora (see your Lordship’s 
telegram No. 160).3 I also pointed out to Izzet Pasha that the Greek Govern- 
ment had accepted the Armistice proposal as made to it, and that article 3 
of the Armistice precluded the withdrawal of constituted units from the front. 
The fears of the Turkish Government with regard to a possible transfer of 
Greek forces from Asia Minor to Thrace were therefore unfounded. 

5. The Minister for Foreign Affairs explained that the Constantinople 
Government saw considerable objection to Constantinople as the meeting 
place of the proposed conference. That Government thought that if the 
conference were held here it would give rise to a great deal of mischievous 
and undesirable propaganda, besides which he knew that the Nationalists 
were greatly opposed to holding the conference in this town. It appears 


! Dated April 8, not printed. 
2 In Constantinople despatch No. 343 of April 9, not printed. 3 No. 586. 
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that the Nationalist Agent has in fact informed one of my colleagues that 
the Nationalists could not consent to the conference taking place at Constan- 
tinople. As there is no other town in Turkey offering the smallest facilities 
for a conference, both the Constantinople and Angora Governments contem- 
plate a town in Western Europe. 

6. Izzet Pasha stated that the Nationalists were obsessed by two ideas, 
fear of a Greek attack and the conviction that the Greek army is in a bad 
way. It was true that these two ideas are self-contradictory, but such was the 
case, and Izzet Pasha suggested that the three Allied Powers should take this 
point of view into account in framing their reply to the Angora note of 
April 5th.4 I should mention that this conversation took place before the 
receipt of your Lordship’s telegram No. 160, containing the proposed reply 
of the French Government to Angora. 

7. Your Lordship will no doubt already have gathered that the Constan- 
tinople Government delayed its reply to the Armistice and Peace proposals 
until it was cognisant of the answer from Angora. 

8 I am forwarding a copy of this despatch to His Majesty’s Minister at 
Athens. 

I have, &c., 
Horace RumMBOoLpD 
4 See No. 583. 


No. 591 


Mr. Lindley (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewed April rr, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 135 Telegraphic (E 3838/5/44] 


ATHENS, April 10, 1922, 9.30 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 66.! 

I informed Minister for Foreign Affairs to-day that I was now instructed 
to press Greek government for early reply to peace proposals. 

He said he would at once refer matter to Greek prime minister at Genoa? 
and asked whether I knew what view His Majesty’s Government took of 
Angora reply to armistice. I replied I hoped shortly to receive some infor- 
mation on this point. (See my telegram No. 133.)3 

In subsequent conversation I impressed on Minister for Foreign Affairs 
advantage from Greek point of view of making acceptance as explicit as 
possible since it was my opinion that territorial proposals if re-opened at 
conference were more likely to be modified in favour of Turks than of 
Greeks. 

™ See No. 588, n. 4. 
2 M. Gounaris was representing Greece at the Genoa Conference. 
3 Of April 9, not printed. 
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Minister for Foreign Affairs recognized weight of this argument but said 
that common Turko-Bulgarian frontier was opposed to British, Serbian and 
Roumanian interests as much as to Greeks’. I replied that His Majesty’s 
Government had agreed to this frontier so that was end of the matter as far 
as they were concerned. I had not heard that Serbia or Roumania objected. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs then pointed out that Greek government’s 
reply must be more or less acceptable to chamber otherwise government 
would be turned out and continuance of war would be inevitable. 

I admitted that this was real difficulty here but I trusted that ingenuity 
of Greek government would surmount it. 

Press continues as hostile to proposals as ever but I do not doubt that 
Greek government will agree to go to conference provided Turks agree to 
interpretation of armistice laid down in your telegram to Paris No. 120.‘ 
Greek government will however have to be careful how they word their 
reply or they will be turned out of office. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


4 No. 586. 


No. 592 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Mr. Gregory (Genoa) 
No. 7 Telegraphic [E 3944/5/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, April 12, 1922, 9 p.m. 


Following for Sir M. Hankey from Lord Curzon. 

Rumours reach us here and are corroborated in press that Greek, Rou- 
manian and Serbian representatives at Genoa may endeavour either at 
sittings of conference! or more probably in private to open discussion on 
Near Eastern settlement with a view to bringing pressure to bear in one 
direction or another. I would strongly urge that no such representations be 
encouraged or even admitted. The question is being dealt with by the 
foreign ministers of the three powers who met at Paris, and only one of 
whom? is at Genoa. The Near Eastern question has nothing to do with the 
latter and its settlement can only be compromised by the intervention of 
other parties at present stage. Moreover if discussion is permitted Turkey 
will claim to be heard and we shall have the controversy all over again. I 
am watching the matter closely and it is proceeding as well as could be 
expected. 


! The Genoa Conference, the Plenary Sessions of which began on April ro. 
2 Signor Schanzer. 
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No. 593 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received April 13, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 203 Telegraphic (E 3959/5 /44] 
Most urgent CONSTANTINOPLE, April 12, 1922, 10.30 p.m. 


My telegram No. 202.! 

Delivery of note drafted by me was held up at the request of my French 
colleague who preferred on reflection to await instructions. This morning 
he produced a draft prepared in Paris. This follows sufficiently closely your 
telegram No. 120 to Paris? and your telegram No. 1633 to me but discussion 
has arisen on following paragraph. 

‘But desirous of giving largest possible measure of satisfaction to requests 
of Angora government, allied governments are prepared to hasten date of 
this evacuation. It would be proceeded with upon acceptance of general 
body of peace conditions and under reservation of discussion of particular 
points.’ 

Italian High Commissioner thinks this likely to antagonise Angora on 
the ground that it looks like demand for acceptance of Paris stipulations 
exactly as they stand as preliminary to armistice. I myself, while I consider 
words used to be generally in accordance with your telegrams, see danger 
in making promise to evacuate too categorical. Turks may agree to formula 
and when they had got strong military position on railways say that their 
acceptance of body of conditions did not prejudice their right to raise 
questions like Adrianople and Gallipoli as ‘particular point’. 

In order to secure greater elasticity in both directions High Commissioners 
agreed to following revision of second sentence. 

‘It would be proceeded with as soon as agreement is reached on general 
body of peace conditions and under reservation of discussion of points 
detailed.’ 

French High Commissioner said he must submit this to his government as 
draft had been prepared in Paris. He is telegraphing urgently for instruc- 
tions which he hopes to have tomorrow. 

If French government agree to above modification I shall be prepared to 
sign note on Friday unless I receive instructions to the contrary. 

Repeated to Athens No. 45. 


! Of April 11, not printed. 2 No. 586. 3 No. 589. 
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No. 594 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 169 Telegraphic [E 3786/5 /44}' 


FOREIGN OFFICE, April 12, 1922 

Following is translation of French draft reply to Angora Government? on 
the subject of the armistice in terms of which His Majesty’s Government 
have concurred, on the assumption that the Italian Government similarly 
agree. 

‘The French, British and Italian Governments have the honour to acknow- 
ledge the receipt of the Angora Government’s reply dated April 5th to the 
peace proposals drawn up by the Allied Powers with a view to the re- 
establishment of peace in the East. 

‘They are happy to take ac[coun]t of the Angora Government’s adhesion in 
principle as regards the armistice and of its acceptance both of the conditions 
of evacuation and taking over of the occupied territory, and of the despatch 
of its delegates to a town to be selected with a view to proceeding to the 
examination of the peace proposals. 

‘The Allied Powers find themselves, however, unable to agree to the im- 
mediate evacuation of Anatolia upon which the Angora Government desires 
to make the conclusion of the armistice dependent. The Greek Government 
would indeed refuse to subscribe to such a condition before the opening of 
negotiations; or, were it to accept, it would be in practice impossible to 
prevent it from transporting its troops to Thrace, there eventually to recom- 
mence hostilities. 

‘But the Allied Governments, desirous of according the greatest possible 
satisfaction to the demands of the Angora Government, are prepared to 
advance the date of the evacuation. This might be proceeded with as soon 
as the body of the peace conditions have been accepted and reserving the 
discussion of any special points. They consider further that it would not 
be necessary, as the Angora Government suggests in its reply, to modify 
the period of the armistice since this (suspension d’armes) is automatically 
renewable until the two belligerents have accepted the preliminaries of peace. 

‘The Allied Powers, conscious of having in a large degree satisfied the 
principal demand of the Angora Government, earnestly hope that the latter 
will accept the armistice under the conditions indicated above. They will 
be grateful if the Angora Government will communicate the names of its 
representatives and they reserve for subsequent notification the name of the 
town which will be proposed for the settlement of the conditions of the 
peace preliminaries.’ 

You should concert with your Allied colleagues when they are similarly 
instructed in returning a reply in the above terms to the Angora Government. 

Repeated to Paris, Rome and Athens. 

' The draft only of this telegram is preserved in the Foreign Office archives. 


2 The draft reply was transmitted to the Foreign Office by M. de Montille, the French 
Chargé d’Affaires, in his Note of April 10, not printed. 
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No. 595 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 172 Telegraphic [E 3959/5 /44] 
Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, April 13, 1922, 7 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 203 (of April 12th;! reply to Angora). 

Instruction contained in my telegram No. 169,? which crossed your 
telegram under reply, is maintained and you should endeavour to convert 
your Italian colleague to acceptance of French text. 

We agree, however, to your proposal to substitute ‘points of detail’ for 
‘special points’ if your colleagues concur. 

Repeated to Paris No. 139 by bag,3 Rome No. 1193 and Athens No. 75. 


™ No. 593. 2 No. 594. 

3 Referring to this telegram Lord Curzon, in his telegrams No. 138 to Paris and No. 118 
to Rome, instructed Lord Hardinge and Sir R. Graham to inform the French and Italian 
Governments. 


No. 596 


Mr. Lindley (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received April 14, 9 a.m.) 
No. 139 Telegraphic [E 3988/5 /44] 
Urgent ATHENS, April 13, 1922, 8 p.m. 
Sir H. Rumbold’s telegram No. 20 (? 3).! 
From local point of view French proposal is open to objection mentioned 
in my telegram No. 128.2, Amended proposal is much to be preferred. 
Minister of War in conversation to-day said he would guarantee peaceful 
evacuation provided real protection for Christian population was provided. 
He did not believe army would consent to leave in the absence of such 
protection. He added that peace proposals had enormously raised morale of 


army which was determined not to leave Christians unprotected. 
Repeated to Constantinople. 


t No. 593. 


2 Of April 7. This ran: ‘I very much doubt Greek Gov[ernmen]t being able to begin 
evacuation until some definite machinery had been set up for protection of Greek population.’ 
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No. 597 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received April 14, 7 p.m.) 


No. 206 Telegraphic [E 3966/5 /44) 
Urgent CONSTANTINOPLE, April 14, 1922, 4 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 172.! 

High Commissioners agreed this morning to sign the French draft with 
substitution of ‘Points of detail’. 

French High Commissioner afterwards asked me to waive this modifi- 
cation. I agreed, but at last moment Italian High Commissioner said 
that he had just received instructions to suspend action, as Italian Minister 
for Foreign Affairs was in communication with Paris and London. 

The delivery of note is, therefore, again held up until the Italian High 
Commissioner receives further instructions.? 


' No. 595. 

2 In his telegram No. 207 of April 15, Sir H. Rumbold reported: ‘Italian High Com- 
missioner having received instructions, note was signed and handed to Nationalist repre- 
sentative to-day. A signed copy was left with Minister for Foreign Affairs.’ 


No. 598 


Mr, Lindley (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received April 16, 9 a.m.) 
No. 144 Telegraphic [E 3978/5 /44] 
ATHENS, April 15, 1922, 11 p.m. 

My telegram No. 141.! 

Italian Chargé d’Affaires informed Minister for Foreign Affairs today 
officially that Italian government had decided to evacuate Meander Valley 
and requested Greek government not to occupy evacuated area until Italian 
troops had been all embarked. Similar communication had been made to 
Kemalist representative at Rome. 

Italian Chargé d’ Affaires informed me that he did not gather that Italian 
evacuation was to begin at once.? Greek Minister for Foreign Affairs had 
shown pre-occupation as regards attitude of Christian population. 

Repeated to Constantinople and Smyrna. 


1 Of April 14, not traced in the Foreign Office archives. 

2 In a note of April 18, the Italian Ambassador informed the Foreign Office that the 
withdrawal of Italian contingents would begin on April 18. On April 23 Sir H. Lamb in 
his telegram No. 19 reported that the Greeks had occupied Sokia by April 21 ‘without 
serious opposition or incident’. 
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No. 599 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 174 Telegraphic [E 3969/5/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, April 17, 1922, 12.45 p.m. 


Following is translation of French draft reply to Constantinople govern- 
ment in which His Majesty’s Government have concurred: 

‘The French, British and Italian governments have the honour to acknow- 
ledge receipt of the Sublime Porte’s reply, dated April 8th,’ to the peace 
proposals drawn up by the allied powers with a view to the re-establishment 
of peace in the East. They are glad to learn that the Constantinople govern- 
ment is ready within three weeks to send delegates to the conference for 
purposes of peace negotiations. 

‘As regards the armistice, the allied powers are unable to agree to an 
immediate evacuation of Anatolia. The Greek government would refuse to 
consent to this before the opening of negotiations, or, were they to accept, it 
would be in practice impossible to prevent them from transporting their 
troops to Thrace, there eventually to recommence hostilities. 

‘But the allied governments, desirous of according the largest possible 
satisfaction to the requests of the Constantinople government, are prepared 
to advance the date of evacuation. It might begin as soon as the totality 
of the peace conditions have been accepted and under reservation of the 
discussion of particular points. The demilitarization of Thrace constituting 
one of the peace conditions, the Sublime Porte has no cause to apprehend 
the despatch of Greek contingents from Anatolia to Thrace when, after Greek 
acceptance of these conditions, evacuation can commence. 

‘The allied powers, conscious of having in a large degree satisfied the 
requests and preoccupations of the Constantinople government, would be 
grateful if the latter would communicate to them the names of its delegates. 
They reserve for subsequent notification the name of the town which will 
be selected for the meeting and they will endeavour to take into account 
the wishes expressed by the Sublime Porte with regard to this selection.’ 

Repeated (by bag) to Paris No. 142. 

Repeated to Rome No. 121 and Athens No. 76. 


t See No. 590. 
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No. 600 


Mr. Lindley (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received April 19, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 146 Telegraphic [E 4108/5 /44) 


ATHENS, April 18, 1922, 8.30 p.m. 

My telegram No. 142.! 

Minister for Foreign Affairs asked to see me this morning in order to beg 
me to ask you not to press for reply to peace proposals until Turks had 
accepted armistice. Minister for Foreign Affairs urged that it would only 
make Turks confident that Greeks must have peace at any price were latter 
to accept proposals before Turks had even accepted armistice provisions; 
moreover, public opinion here must be taken into consideration and were 
Greek government to accept now they would probably fall when Chamber 
meets again on April 27th. 

I replied that my instructions were to press for answer but that I would lay 
his views before you. I understood from Minister for Foreign Affairs that if 
reply were insisted on Greek government would reply in the sense that it 
was useless to define Greek attitude towards proposals until Turks had 
accepted armistice. 

You will have seen from my despatch No. 182? that Greek government are 
in a difficult position and I doubt wisdom of pressing for a reply until Turks 
have accepted armistice. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 74. 

t Of April 15. This stated: ‘French and Italian representatives, having received in- 
structions to concert with me to press Greek government to reply to a proposals, we 


made representations to Minister for Foreign Affairs this morning. . 
2 See No. 576, n. 3. 


No. 601 


Mr. Lindley (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received April 21, 8.30 a.m.) 


Unnumbered Telegraphic [E 4180/27/44] 


ATHENS, April 20, 1922, 9 p.m. 

My telegram No. 143.! 

Monsieur Stergiades informed me to-day that he had come to Athens to 
discuss the question of local resistance after evacuation of Asia Minor. He had 
as I knew always opposed it and could positively affirm that there had been no 
distribution of arms to population and would be none if he could prevent it. 
Unfortunately certain Greeks gave out that movement was encouraged by 
influential persons abroad and he appealed to me to help dispel idea that 
there was one official and another unofficial policy regarding this question. 

I replied that he knew that His Majesty’s Government thoroughly disap- 
proved of movement and I could not do more than repeat what he had said. 

t Of April 15, not printed. 
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Monsieur Stergiades’s remarks were evidently (intended)? to apply to 
influential Greeks in London.’ 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 75, Smyrna No. 13. 

2 The word ‘intended’ was suggested in the Foreign Office. 

3 In a minute of April 22, with which Lord Curzon concurred, Mr. Osborne suggested 
that Mr. Nicolson should inform Sir John Stavridis and his associates ‘that they cannot be 
allowed to work in London against the policy of H.M.G. and their allies and equally against 
the policy of the Greek Gov[ernmen]t. Mr. Nicolson recorded (April 22) : ‘I today conveyed to 
Sir John Stavridi[s] a message in the sense desired. He telephoned in my presence to General 
Franzis who leaves tomorrow for Constantinople and Smyrna and instructed him to inform 
the Patriarch and General Papoulas that His Majesty’s Government would in no circum- 
stances countenance their movement. 

‘I gained the impression from Sir John Stavridi[s’s] attitude that they had no hope of either 
M. Venezelos or M. Sterghiades heading the movement. I gathered however that they 
were convinced that the movement would be supported, either openly or secretly, by the 
present government at Athens and that in such an event they would be able to resist the 
Kemalists for at least two months.’ 


No. 602 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recetved April 22, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 216 Telegraphic [E 4209/5/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, April 21, 1922, 5.15 p.m. 


General officer Gommanding-in-Chief here has requested ruling on fol- 
lowing points in connection with Turco-Greek armistice and evacuation of 
Asia Minor in accordance with Paris proposals. 

A. What material Greek army is to be allowed to remove with its forces 
from Asia Minor? 

B. Are any arrangements to be made for demobilization of Turkish army 
simultaneously with evacuation of Greek troops? 

C. By whom are expenses of supervising allied missions and troops to be 
borne? As part of cost of armies of occupation or on a separate account? 


No. 603 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received April 24, 9.15 a.m.) 


No. 219 Telegraphic [E 4222/5/44| 


CONSTANTINOPLE, April 23, 1922, 11.55 p.m. 


Hamid Bey, this afternoon, handed to allied High Commissioners note, 
dated April 22nd,? addressed by Yussuf Kemal Bey to three foreign ministers. 
Following is condensed translation. 

! This telegram was despatched after No. 220 (No. 604). 


2 A copy of this note was transmitted to the Foreign Office in Constantinople despatch 
No. 390 of April 25 (not printed), in which Sir H. Rumbold commented, “The principal 
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Basing themselves on declarations of three foreign ministers relative to 
their earnest wish for restoration of order and peace in Near East and on 
fact that armistice was proposed solely with intention of ensuring peaceful 
evacuation of Asia Minor, government of Grand National Assembly had 
thought that arrangement for evacuation simultaneously with armistice, 
would be more consonant with logical consequences of objects in view; they 
therefore thought they had conformed in their note of April 5th3 to views of 
allied powers, who contemplate exclusion of all possibility of renewal of 
hostilities. 

When three foreign ministers urgently recommended suspension of 
hostilities in note of March 22nd,‘ they stated that they had in view restora- 
tion of peace and means to enable them to make proposals for evacuation 
of Asia Minor without further loss of life and property. Moreover note of 
‘March 26thS concerning peace conditions stated that armistice had been 
proposed with declared intention of ensuring peaceful evacuation of Asia 
Minor and restoration of Turkish sovereignty over whole of that region. 

Lord Curzon further stated in House of Lords on March goth® that 
invitation to accept armistice was accompanied by intimation that armistice 
would be followed by measures for evacuation. 

Turkish people, taking into consideration these successive declarations, 
hoped that evacuation would be proceeded with simultaneously with 
armistice. They note, with regret, that in last communication of April 
-15th,7 allies have declared inability to accept immediate evacuation accom- 
panying armistice and have subordinated evacuation to acceptance of 
ensemble of peace conditions. My government refrain from discussing here 
the fact that allies invoke as reasons for this postponement: probable refusal 
of Greek government to accept such condition before commencement of 
negotiations and eventual resumption of war in Thrace, conduct of which 
if pursued would imply effective opposition to earnest desire of powers for 
peace. Anyhow said reasons prove conformity of Turkish view regarding 
‘evacuation with interests of peace as well as with equity. My government 
feel it necessary, however, to insist that in formerly flourishing occupied 
territory, Greek army adds daily new arson and devastation to previous 
crimes and increases number of innocent Moslems massacred; massacres 
and burning of villages in last few days especially in Sokia region evacuated 
by Italians,® are new proof of our statements. Ruin of Turkish territory and 
atrocities on formerly comfortable population since Greek occupation are 
attested by all neutral foreigners, including Red Cross delegates. My 
government are unwilling to believe that powers whose efforts for protection 
of Christian minorities are known can abandon for further period Moslem 
majority groaning under Greek occupation and remain simple spectators 
of sufferings. 


impression produced by the perusal of the enclosed note is that it is mainly in the nature of 


propaganda. ...’ The French text of this note is given in Frangulis, vol. ii, pp. 375-8. 
3 See No. 583. 4 See No. 560, Annex 3. 5 See No. 585. 
6 See No. 579, n. 2. 7 See No. 597, n. 2. 8 Cf. No. 598, n. 2. 
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We appeal to humanity of foreign ministers to deliver our brethren at 
earliest moment from intolerable enemy administration in accordance with 
their own intention of following armistice by immediate evacuation. We 
firmly hope that allies will readily excuse Turkish people anxious to deliver 
compatriots quickly, for their inability to consent to evacuation being made 
subject to acceptance of ensemble of peace conditions. I had already ex- 
pressed willingness of my government in event of acceptance of their view 
regarding evacuation to comply with invitation to send delegates to study 
peace conditions. Nevertheless proposed conditions contain points which 
are in contradiction with principles which Ministers of Foreign Affairs have 
constantly had in mind and on which their proposals are based as well as 
with the following assurances given officially and published in 1918 by 
British Premier. ‘We are not at war to despoil Turkey of capital and rich 
and renowned regions of Asia Minor which are predominantly Turkish by 
race.’? As, however, principles stated in note of April [March] 26th, which 
aim at re-establishing Turkish nation and dominion in areas which may be 
regarded as belonging to them with powers rendering possible vigorous and 
independent national existence and secure equitable regime for Moslems, 
do not differ from aims for which Turkish people have faced so many 
sacrifices, my government do not abandon hope of seeing peace conditions, 
inconsistent with principles previously enunciated, adapted thereto and 
thus to reach agreement on ensemble of proposed conditions. 

My government repeat that Turkish people desire nothing but to live 
independently and to be secure in territory belonging to them, to rid them- 
selves of political, judicial and economic chains, hampering free development 
and not to be deprived on sole ground of being Moslem people of rights 
admitted as of course in favour of Christian peoples. 

Among conquered states Turkey has suffered most for participation in 
war by loss of vast territories. In these circumstances and seeing that legiti- 
mate and modest aims of Turks are admitted in principle by allies, my 
government consider that only result of making evacuation subject to 
acceptance of ensemble of peace conditions will be to allow enemy during 
months passed in establishing peace conditions to enable himself to resume 
hostilities and to give invader opportunity of attacking continuously on 
ever increasing scale, life, honour and property of Moslems in territory, the 
attribution of which to Turkey nobody contests. 

Moreover as bulk of peace conditions concern Great Powers exclusively, 
my government are convinced that powers do not need to maintain Greek 
invading army in Asia Minor in order to restrain (stc, ?retain) right of discus- 
sion thereon. 

I must add that powers have left my government in uncertainty by not 
indicating precisely what they consider special points in ensemble of pro- 


9 The actual words used by Mr. Lloyd George in his speech of January 5, 1918 (see The 
Times, January 7, 1918, p. 7 and Harold Nicolson, Curzon: The Last Phase, p. 99) were: “Nor 
are we fighting. . . to deprive Turkey of its capital, or of the rich and renowned lands of 
Asia Minor and Thrace, which are predominantly Turkish in race... .’ 
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posed conditions. This classification, by lending itself to various interpre- 
tations according to different points of view, must present inconvenience 
and give rise to discussion and result of all these discussions will be to pro- 
tract sufferings entailed on Moslem population by occupation. 

Basing themselves on these considerations and while thanking foreign 
ministers for declaration regarding considerable measure of satisfaction 
given to principal request regarding evacuation, government of Grand 
National Assembly are obliged to insist on their view regarding necessity 
of commencing evacuation simultaneously with armistice. Nevertheless 
in order to avoid loss of time over correspondence and to settle by verbal 
negotiations, question whether different views put forward with object of 
attaining peace without fresh loss of life and property are reconcilable and 
to reach word-of-mouth understanding on points requiring elucidation, 
our delegates are ready to meet plenipotentiaries of allied powers at Ismid 
on date to be fixed, in order to open in first instance preliminary negotiations 
and to proceed afterwards to peace negotiations in event of common ground 
being found. 

Should this proposal be accepted by your government, please inform me 
in order that I may communicate names of our delegates. 

Text!° follows by post. 


10 In Constantinople despatch No. 390 of April 25, not printed. 


No. 604 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewed April 24, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 220 Telegraphic [E 4251/5 /44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, April 23, 1922, II p.m. 


My immediately preceding telegram.! 

Reference ambiguous expression ‘special point’ and specific reference 
(? made to) Thrace and to ‘political judicial and economic chains’ confirm 
my views as to intentions of Angora to regard anything they like in Paris 
proposals as open to discussion. 

In view of what we know of French dealings with nationalists since Paris 
conference, I trust any French draft rejoinder will be carefully scrutinized. 

Passages in note evidently intending to bid for sympathy in India and 
Moslem countries are significant. 

Suggestion we should meet nationalists in town in Anatolia of their own 
choosing for preliminary conversations without any understanding before- 
hand regarding either armistice or scope of negotiations appears to me open 
to strongest objection. Proposal appears to be in the nature of a trap; apart 
from other objections, it must be remembered that they would be quite 


' No. 603. 
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capable of attempting to exclude Constantinople government altogether 
from meeting at Ismid, unless points were made perfectly clear. 

Omission of any reference to Greek participation in proposed preliminary 
conference at Ismid deserves attention. 

When handing me note Hamid Bey said he had instructions to state that 
if proposals for meeting at Ismid were accepted Mustapha Kemal would 
attend himself, and would be able to take all necessary decisions on the 
spot. He could not attend conference elsewhere as he could not leave 
national territory.? 

2 In his telegram No. 222 of April 24 Sir H. Rumbold added: ‘Hamid Bey further stated 
in the event of allies agreeing to a preliminary meeting at Ismid it would be desirable that 


allied plenipotentiaries should have full powers to take decisions without reference to their 
respective governments.’ 


No. 605 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewed May 1) 


No. 381 [E 4425/27/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, April 24, 1922 
My Lord, 

The local press announced a few days ago several appointments by the 
Angora Government to administrative posts. They include the appointment 
of Sabit Bey as Vali of Erzeroum, Abdul-Halik Bey as Vali of Konia, and 
Muammer Bey as Mutessarif of Czsarea. 

2. These three appointments illustrate significantly the temper of the 
Angora Government. Sabit Bey was Vali of Kharput from 1914 to February 
1916. Abdul-Halik was Vali of Biths from March 1914 to September 
1915. Muammer Bey was Vali of Sivas from 1913 to February 1916. Each 
acquired notoriety as a ferocious exponent of the policy of deporting and 
massacring Christians. Each was arrested after the armistice, and they were 
all three in due course deported to Malta.' Their full records will be found 


1 Mr. Osborne minuted on May 23: “They have never been punished (except by confine- 
ment at Malta) for their exploits and their present appointment seems to afford clear proof 
both of the Angora Government’s approval of their methods and of its desire to make 
further use of these methods. If the Angora people now demand the punishment of Greeks 
convicted of atrocities we might well point to the fact of these men being not only un- 
punished but reinstated for the obvious purpose of repeating their exploits. But we are on 
weak ground because of the fact that we never brought them to trial.” Lord Curzon 
commented: ‘I think we made a great mistake in ever letting these people out. I had to 
yield at the time to a pressure which I always felt to be mistaken.’ Mr. Rendel suggested 
that it might be worth while getting a friendly question asked in Parliament about these 
appointments, but Mr. Harmsworth replied: ‘I think that the less we say about these people 
in Parliament the better. In connection with a recent supplementary Estimate I had to 
explain why we released the Turkish deportees from Malta, skating over the thin ice as 
quickly as I could. There would have been a row, I think, but for the staunch belief among 
Members that one British prisoner is worth a shipload of Turks—& so the exchange was 
excused.’ | 
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in the files relative to the Malta deportees. Their appointment at the present 
juncture to high administrative posts is of a piece with the election of the 
notorious Feizi Bey of Diarbekir to a post in the Angora Cabinet to replace 
Raouf Bey, the resignation of whom, together with other members of the 
Angora Government, I reported in my despatch No. 95 of the 24th 
January.? 
I have, &c., 
Horace RuMBo_p 
2 Not printed. 


No. 606 


Record by Mr. Lindsay of a conversation with the Italian Ambassador and a 
representative of the French Embassy 


[E 4346/5/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, April 24, 1922 
Lord Curzon 

I am very sorry I did not report to you on having carried out your instruc- 
tions as to speaking on your behalf to the Italian and French Amb[assado]r{s] 
about the Turkish negotiations.' 

I saw M. d[e] Martino, and M. de St Aulaire sent his Secretary, M. Rogan 
Cambon. I said to each of them what you told me to say, embroidering 
on the urgent necessity of the Three Allies standing strictly in line. They 
made no comments, but noted what I said and promised that telegrams 
would be sent accordingly. 

M. de Martino today read me the answer he had received, which asked 
who it was who had been telling the Turks that H.M.G. might yield on 


! Lord Curzon had minuted on April 22: ‘I have not received any report from Mr. 
Lindsay of his conversations with the French and Italian Ambassadors. I want him to 
express himself much more strongly. 

‘There must be 3 stages: 

(1) Acceptance of Armistice, 

(2) Acceptance of Allied proposals, except for points of detail, 

(3) Conference on above basis. 


I should tell the Frenchman quite plainly that I am alarmed at the reports reaching me 
from every quarter that both at Paris and at Constantinople the Turks are being encouraged 
by French advice to think that they can escape the above sequence. 

‘And I would tell the Italian that we are alarmed at alleged negotiations going on between 
the Italians and the Angora peuple—including as we are told the despatch of an Italian 
emissary named Deni to Angora—and that this suggests a reversion to the Sforza policy 
which I had been assured by the Italian Govt. that they had entirely foresworn and which 
I am loth to credit. In the meantime no progress is being made towards a meeting. This 
delay cannot continue indefinitely, and it is only by continued Allied cooperation and 
pressure that it can be removed. 

‘We have given full instructions in this sense to our representatives at Constant[inop]le 
and Athens and would be relieved to learn that our Allies have done or will immediately do 
the same.’ 
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the Thracian and Straits questions. In answering I confined myself to 
saying that the Turks were being given this impression in French and 
Italian circles at Constantinople. 


R.C.L. 
No. 607 
Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewed April 26, 7 p.m.) 


No. 224 Telegraphic [E 4342/5/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, April 25, 1922, 12.45 p.m. 


Three allied High Commissioners met today to discuss Angora’s reply 
as summarized in my telegram No. 21g.! 

I drew attention to considerations touched upon in my telegram No. 220? 
and we were, I think, agreed that answer of allied governments should be 
so worded (1) as to counteract propaganda which forms such a large part of 
Yussuf Kemal’s communication, and (2) as to take strong exception to state- 
ment that bulk of peace conditions concerns exclusively Great Powers and 
to implication following therefrom that Greek army is being maintained 
in Asia Minor in allied interests. Omission of any reference to Khalifat in 
Yussuf Kemal’s note might be emphasized in manner indicated in my 
immediately following telegram.3 

Our discussion, however, principally turned round the question whether 
proposal for preliminary conference at Ismid should be accepted or refused 
and if latter whether allied answer should yet leave the door open for further 
discussion or not.4 We were unable to agree in this respect to make any 
identic recommendation to our governments. French High Commissioner, 
who considered critical moment of our negotiations had arrived, was ob- 
viously anxious to meet Angora’s wishes as far as possible though he admitted 
it would scarcely be dignified for the three High Commissioners to go to Ismid. 

Italian High Commissioner adopted the middle course. So as not to 
close the door to further discussion, and incur responsibility therefor, he 
suggested that High Commissioners may consent to go to Ismid on the clear 
understanding that they had not full powers to take decisions and that 
they could not enter into the merits of Paris proposals but solely in order 
to give and receive general explanations. 

My own view was that any acceptable proposal for preliminary conference 
at Ismid was open to serious objection and danger, and contrary to spirit 


' No. 603. 2 No. 604. 3 No. 225 of April 25, not printed. 

4 Inhis despatch No. 3goof April 25, enclosing the Angora Government’s reply, SirH. Rum- 
bold wrote: ‘... On the other hand, my colleagues and I are agreed that it would be unwise to 
close the door to further discussion. We are also inclined to think that the Nationalists do 
not desire to terminate discussions. The Kemalist army appears to be weary of fighting, 
the Nationalists have their eyes on the Genoa Conference, and are probably reluctant to 
take a plunge in any direction before they know how the position of the Russians is likely to 
be affected by the Genoa Conference. .. .’ 
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of Paris decisions.’ Yussuf Kemal’s note in addition contains two main 
points. It insists on immediate evacuation as the only means of saving 
Mussulman population of Asia Minor from further Greek excesses, it en- 
quires as to exact meaning in our previous communication of expression 
‘special point’ and requests preliminary conference at Ismid to settle this 
doubt. Moreover remark made to me by Hamid as reported in my telegram 
No. 222° implies that if Mustapha Kemal comes to Ismid he expects to 
arrive at definite decisions of some sort if only as to what point can be 
reserved for discussion at final conference. 

I find it difficult to regard Angora’s present reply as anything but tactical 
manoeuvre in attempt to drive us into a position where responsibility for 
breakdown of negotiations can be thrown upon the allies. Apart from 
courting a rebellion and giving Mustapha Kemal opportunity for streng- 
thening his own prestige at the expense of allied representatives consent to 
preliminary conference at town on nationalist soil would be in the nature 
of further concession. Allied governments do not presumably wish to make 
immediate statement as to exact scope of special points which can be I 
believe discussed at final conference or to modify their last decision as regards 
moment from which evacuation can begin. 

In the circumstances I can only suggest that in replying on line indicated 
in second paragraph of this telegram, we should state that explanations 
which Angora appears to desire scarcely call for meeting of plenipotenti- 
aries, but that we are prepared to give in Constantinople fullest explanations 
in this respect to any delegate whom Angora government may desire to 
send here for the purpose of receiving them. 

Finally I think reply of allied governments should indicate locality pro- 
posed for conference. 


5 See No. 568, Annex 1. 6 See No. 604, n. 2. 


No. 608 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Mr. Gregory (Genoa) 
No. 39 Telegraphic [E 4324/5 /44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, April 25, 1922, 10.30 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 84.! 

Please see my telegram to you No. 7.? I think that any attempt to reopen 
discussion at Genoa of proposed Eastern settlement would be most unfortu- 
nate. The two parties—Turkey and Greece—are manoeuvring for position, 
and neither is behaving with sincerity. I have just sought to bring matters 
to a head by a draft proposal addressed to Paris and Rome which is being 
repeated to you.3 In these circumstances an interview of Gounaris with 

1 Of April 24. This ran: ‘Monsieur Gounaris is pressing Prime Minister for an inter- 
view which it is difficult for him to refuse. He would be glad to know on what lines he should 


speak to him.’ 
2 No. 592. 3 No. 609, below. 
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Prime Minister would at once be made known and would be interpreted 
in French, Italian and Turkish circles as further proof of our alleged backing 
of Greeks against Turks, a suspicion which for some time we have success- 
fully avoided. It would also tend to invalidate protests which I have been 
compelled to make both to French and Italian governments against their 
continued separate and underhand dealings with the Turks of which we 
have irrefutable evidence. If however Prime Minister feels that interview 
is one which it is impossible for him to avoid I suggest that he should decline 
to enter into any discussion whatever but should point out to Gounaris that 
matter is now in hands of Allied Foreign Ministers, who are awaiting Greek 
reply, and that he himself and Genoa conference are not proper channels 
for communication. The best thing that Greece can do is to expedite her an- 
swer and continue to place her case in the hands of the Powers. A solution 
will in any case be very difficult but delay is more likely to be unfavourable 
to Greeks than to Turks. There is however another point to be considered. 
Roumania, Serbia and Bulgaria are much interested in the proposed 
settlement but have hitherto been kept quiet. An interview with Monsieur 
Gounaris would probably be followed by demands for similar privilege 
from them. Cannot Monsieur Gounaris be asked to express himself in 
writing in view of Prime Minister’s pre-occupation with other affairs of 
Genoa? 

If in spite of these considerations Prime Minister decides to grant inter- 
view, I suggest that he should inform his French and Italian colleagues of 
what passes. His candour will be an opportune rebuke to their sustained 
and invincible duplicity. 


No. 609 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir M. Cheetham (Paris) and to 
Sir R. Graham (Rome) 


No. 152! Telegraphic: by bag [E 4222/5/44] 
Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, April 25, 1922 


Please inform government to which you are accredited that His Majesty’s 
Government have received translation of latest note from Angora govern- 
ment dated April 22nd? and can only regard it as profoundly unsatisfactory. 
Considering it undesirable to embark upon a discussion of the various and 
mainly irrelevant arguments contained therein they suggest that the allied 
high commissioners at Constantinople be instructed to return immediately 
the following reply :— 

“The allied governments have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of the 
Angora government’s communication dated April 22nd and they are 
profoundly disappointed to find that it indicates a complete misapprehension 


' No. 152 to Paris, No. 126 to Rome. 2 See No. 603. 
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of the allied proposals and intentions, which must, therefore, be explained 
afresh. 

“There can be no grounds for the expectation that evacuation could be 
proceeded with simultaneously with the armistice since Article 3 of the latter 
expressly prohibits the movement of troops. The object of the armistice 
was to prevent a renewal of hostilities and thereby both to create a favour- 
able atmosphere for a settlement, which would include evacuation, and 
also to render possible an eventual peaceful evacuation without further 
shedding of blood. 

“The conditions contained in the allied note of March 26th} were submitted 
to the government of Angora, Constantinople and Athens as the basis of a 
peaceful settlement, to be carried through under the auspices and with the 
assistance of the Powers. But they were put forward and must be considered 
as a whole, of which evacuation forms an integral part. On acceptance of 
this basis by both sides a conference between representatives of the above- 
mentioned three governments and of the allied governments was proposed 
to discuss the manner in which the several conditions should be carried out. 
As the result of this discussion it was intended to embody the terms so agreed 
upon in an instrument for signature which would ultimately replace the 
treaty of Sévres. This is what was meant by “reservation of the discussion 
of special points’’ in the allied note of April 15th* as to which the Angora 
government have asked for explanation. It was not at any time proposed to 
begin the whole discussion again de novo; for in that case the Allied Powers 
would have wasted their time and could not usefully proffer their assistance. 

‘The allied governments trust that it will be clear from the above that 
their proposals comprised three successive stages, (a) assent to an armistice, 
(6) acceptance of the totality of the conditions as a basis of settlement and 
(c) the despatch of delegates to a conference to elaborate and extend these 
conditions into a treaty of peace. 

“The Greek government have already accepted the armistice;5 the Turkish 
failure to do so presents obvious dangers in the liberty which it leaves both 
to the Greek army to embark on irresponsible adventures in Asia Minor 
and to the Greek government to transport their troops where they please. 
The Greek government have also been urged to reply to the second and third 
proposals.® 

“After the foregoing explanation and in view of the urgency of the situation 
the allied governments earnestly trust that they may receive an early and 
favourable reply from the Angora government on all three points.’ 

His Majesty’s Government hope that the government to which you are 
accredited will concur in the above reply and will instruct their representa- 
tive at Constantinople accordingly. It is obvious that with further delay 
and argument the prospects of achieving a settlement diminish. It is 
to be hoped that our two allies will appreciate this and agree speedily to the 
terms of a decisive answer. 

3 See No. 585. 4 See No. 597, n. 2. 5 See No. 568, Annex 1, para. iv. 

6 See No. 600. 
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As to the place of meeting for conference as defined above, Ismid would 
clearly not be suitable, and among the various alternatives that have been 
suggested, Therapia seems on the whole to be the most convenient. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 183, Genoa No. 36 and Athens No. 81. 


No. 610 


Record by Mr. Lindsay of a conversation with the Italian Ambassador 


[E 4371/5/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, April 27, 1922 


The Italian Ambassador informed me today, in response to the verbal 
enquiries made to him,! that there was no representative of his Government 
at Angora.?, On my further enquiry he was unable, so far as the telegram 
he was then reading was concerned, to give any further denial to the re- 
ported negotiations with Angora than could be inferred from the long com- 
munication from Sfignor] Schanzer about the concessions agreement.3 


™ See No. 606. 

2 Lord Curzon commented: ‘I never said there was a representative of the Italian Govern- 
ment at Angora. What we learned was that a certain Signor Deni is or was there engaged in 
negotiations.’ (See No. 606, n. 1.) 

3 A translation of this communication dated April 21 was left at the Foreign Office 
unofficially and as a verbal communication by the Italian Ambassador. It ran as follows: 
‘, .. In accordance with the conversation which I had with Lord Curzon in Paris and in 
which I explicitly informed him of the offer which the Constantinople Government had 
made us of a series of concessions in Asia Minor and told him that we were carrying on 
negotiations on the subject, negotiations have continued during the last few days with Izzet 
Pasha which have now led to the signature of an agreement in which the Turkish Govern- 
ment, at present in power, undertakes to examine in a favourable spirit Italian applications 
for certain concessions for public works and for railway and mining undertakings. This 
agreement, of which I hope to communicate the full text to Lord Curzon for his information 
as soon as possible, contains no counter-concession of any kind on the part of the Royal 
Government, and I can give a formal assurance that there exists no other understanding, 
whether written or verbal, compromising or engaging the political action of the Italian 
Government in regard to Turkey. No doubt what was in Izzet Pasha’s mind was that the 
offer of the promises contained in the agreement should find a set-off in the expectation 
that the Italian Government would follow a line of conduct which should not be hostile to 
Turkey in order to obtain the practical fulfilment of those promises. But such a set-off can 
be nothing more than a simple desire on the part of the Turks, and the Royal Government 
is in no way disposed to take any step of any kind which might be or seem to be opposed to 
the policy of the Allies and particularly to that of the British Government which we have 
always loyally kept informed of everything which we have done and with which we intend to 
keep in the closest contact in the matter of the solution of Eastern questions. It would, 
however, have been both impossible and impolitic to refuse the offer spontaneously made to 
us by the Turkish Government, more especially since the acceptance of that offer did not 
entail any undertaking on our part. ... We have no illusions in regard to the promises con- 
tained in the agreement which has been offered us by the present Constantinople Govern- 
ment and those promises have in fact no practical and definite value. But they might form 
a basis for the future fulfilment of the guarantees agreed upon with the Allies, a fulfilment 
which it will be absolutely necessary for us to obtain sooner or later from Turkey if the 
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He also mentioned a Reuter Telegram from Constantinople of April 
24th which had said that Italy was evacuating Sokia and renouncing the 
Tripartite agreement in return for economic concessions. This he affirmed 
was quite untrue. She had not renounced the Tripartite Agreement, and 
the Sokia evacuation was entirely independent—a result of the Armistice 
proposals. He said that the Allies at Paris had been informed that it was 
impending.‘ 

Tripartite agreement is not to be reduced to an instrument of merely historical importance 
and if in fact the very small compensations which have been obtained by Italy in the East 


are not to derive from a purely abstract understanding devoid of any practical force.’ 
4 Lord Curzon commented: ‘It was never mentioned in my hearing.’ 


No. 611 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to the Italian Ambassador 


[E 4371 /5/44) 
FOREIGN OFFICE, April 27, 1922 


Your Excellency, 

You have been good enough to communicate to me verbally,' on in- 
structions from M. Schanzer, the intelligence that an agreement has now 
been signed between the Italian and the Turkish Governments in virtue 
of which the latter grant to the former certain concessions for railways, 
public works and mines, the precise character of which is not yet specified. 
I learn that these concessions have been offered as a free gift by the Con- 
stantinople Government, and M. Schanzer assures me that there have 
been no dealings with Angora in this matter. It is stated that the agreement 
does not provide for any set-off or counter-concession by the Italian Govern- 
ment, nor for any understanding which can fetter or limit their political action. 
M. Schanzer surmises, indeed, that the Turkish Government may expect 
thus to guarantee themselves against Italian hostility, but that this is merely 
their desire, while it is the firm intention of the Italian Government to take 
no step opposed to the policy of the Allies, and especially of His Majesty’s 
Government. In this spirit M. Schanzer declares that he had in the past 
kept me loyally informed of what was passing and would continue to do 
so in the future. He reminds me he had acquainted me with the Turkish 
offer at Paris, and your Excellency yourself mentioned it to me at the same 
time. I am further assured that the Italian Government entertain no illusions 
as to the value of the concessions now gratuitously offered to them by the 
Turks; but that they distrust the benefits secured to them by the Tripartite 
Agreement and those economic guarantees which, on the strong insistence of 
M. Schanzer, were included last month in the Paris recommendations.? 
Accordingly they have felt unable to refuse the Turkish offer and have signed 
the agreement. 

2. I note that you will shortly communicate to me the text of this docu- 
ment, and, in view of the message of M. Schanzer,' communicated to me by 

™ No. 610, n. 3. 2 See No. 568, Annex 1. 
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you, I doubt not that on examining it I shall find that it impinges on no 
specific British interest. I desire, however, to submit without delay some 
observations of a more general nature on this remarkable and, as it appears 
to me, unfortunate proceeding. 

g. I recall that at Paris M. Schanzer informed me not of the Turkish 
offer, but of the fact that certain proposals had been made. I also recollect 
your mentioning the matter to me in a sentence before I left for Paris, and 
my reply to you advising extreme caution. From that date to the present 
moment I have reccived from you no information whatever as to the course 
of the negotiations proceeding. I did indeed learn from British representa- 
tives abroad that they were believed to be taking place, and I did not fail 
a few days ago to warn you again in writing.’ I can only regret that my 
representations should have remained so entirely ineffective, and I feel 
unable to admit that His Majesty’s Government have been treated with 
the frankness they might have expected from the loyalty which is claimed 
by the Italian Government for its acts and intentions. 

4. It appears to me to be wholly immaterial that the Italian Government 
should have negotiated at Constantinople alone and not at Angora. It is 
well known that the aims of the two Turkish parties are substantially identical, 
and that what is gained or lost by the one is gained or lost by the other also. 
It is also tolerably certain that Izzet Pasha would not venture to conclude 
any agreement of more than passing importance without the cognizance 
of the Angora authorities. Furthermore, I have received reliable infor- 
mation that the latter are perfectly well aware of, if they have not actually 
participated in, the negotiations.* In any case, the evil effects of this agree- 
ment will inevitably extend to the negotiations in which the Allies will be 
presently involved with the Turkish Nationalists. 

5. I fully accept M. Schanzer’s assurance that the obligations of this 
agreement are only unilateral, i.e., on the Turkish and not on the Italian 
Government. I fear, however, that the public opinion of Europe and Asia, 
based on a long familiarity with the processes and objects of Oriental 
diplomacy, will not derive much consolation from this assurance. It is not 
the practice even of Western Governments to give away valuable concessions 
gratuitously to foreign interests; still less has any Turkish Government 
ever been suspected of such innocent generosity. M. Schanzer has, indeed, 
in his message to me, indicated himself with clear insight the motives and 
thoughts which have inspired Izzet Pasha in concluding the agreement. 
The result can hardly, in fact, be other than this. Though the Italian repre- 
sentatives in the forthcoming conference will be bound by no formal text 
to any Turkish view, they will inevitably find themselves fettered by the 
moral difficulties of a position in which loyalty to their Allies will drag them 
in one direction and the expectations or the reproaches of the Turks in the 
other. I cannot conceive, therefore, that the signature of this agreement 
can have any other result than to render the Turkish authorities more 
unwilling to accept the very moderate and equitable terms which the three 

3 In a letter of April 17, not printed. 4 Cf. No. 616 below. 
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Allies decided at Paris only last month to press upon them. In so far as 
M. Schanzer’s action prejudices—as it undoubtedly must prejudice—the 
prospects of an early peace in the Near East, it appears to be inconsistent 
with a due regard for the interests not merely of Great Britain, but of the 
Allies as a whole. 

6. In spite of past disappointments, I had hoped that on the basis of the 
Paris terms the three Allies would thenceforward present a united front 
to Turkey; that they would renounce petty and selfish gains in order to 
secure the common good; and I still cherish the profound conviction that 
only by such conduct can that success be obtained. For advantages, the 
illusory nature of which M. Schanzer recognises quite clearly, the prospect 
of achieving that success has been deliberately jeopardised. The agreement 
which M. Schanzer has signed may differ in form and in detail from that 
which was concluded last year by his predecessor in office, but in its principle 
it is no less objectionable. For once more we have the spectacle, which no 
one has condemned more strongly in conversation with me than you and 
the Italian Foreign Minister, of one of the three Great Powers separating 
itself from the remainder in order to negotiate a clandestine agreement with 
the Turks behind the back of the others. In these circumstances, I am com- 
pelled to present to you the strongest protest of His Majesty’s Government 
against the transaction which you have reported to me.5 


S The substance of this note was communicated to Sir R. Graham in Foreign Office 
telegram No. 130 of April 28, which was repeated to Constantinople, No. 186, to Athens, 
No. 82, and to Paris, No. 155. A copy of this note was transmitted to Sir R. Graham in 
Foreign Office despatch No. 497 of May 1. 


No. 612 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 189 Telegraphic [E 4343/5/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, April 29, 1922, 3.30 p.m. 

Your telegram[s] Nos. 224' & 2252 (of April 25th; Angora reply). 

My proposed note to Angora, repeated to you in telegram No. 183,3 
will show that I am entirely opposed to counter-propaganda or argument 
in reply to their rude and evasive answer to the last Allied note. It is clear 
that they wish to involve us in protracted negotiations with a view to whittl- 
ing-down the Paris proposals. But we are not engaged in negotiations, 
responsibility for breakdown of which might, as you apprehend, be laid 
upon us. Position is that we have offered a basis of settlement together with 
our good offices to bring about a final solution on that basis. If offer is 
declined by either side responsibility is theirs, not ours, and we cannot give 
any encouragement to tactics which are obviously designed to wreck whole 
scheme. 


1 No. 607. 2 Not printed. 3 See No. 609. 
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No. 613 


Mr. Lindley (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received May 9) 
No. 219 [E 4824/5/44] i 
ENS, Apri I 
Nasties ATHENS, April 29, 1922 

I have the honour to report that I called to-day on the Greek Prime 
Minister, who returned three days ago from Genoa. Monsieur Gounaris 
stated that he had had no opportunity of discussing the Eastern question 
during his stay in Italy. 

I then asked his Excellency what was the truth regarding his interview, 
reported in the Press, with three representatives of the Asia Minor Greeks 
who had come to Athens. Monsieur Gounaris replied that the delegation 
had come to offer the services of the Asia Minor Greeks to the Greek 
Authorities. They disclaimed any intention of taking part in an autonomous 
movement, but believed that the Greek forces could be considerably streng- 
thened both in men and money by the better organisation of the local Greek 
resources. He had explained the situation to them, and had told them that 
there was no question of the Powers forcing the Greeks to evacuate. Evacua- 
tion was part of the proposals put forward for a general settlement, and 
would be considered as such. 

It is quite probable that in order to keep them quiet Monsieur Gounaris 
went further with the Delegation than he admitted to me, and represented 
evacuation as being an unlikely development. In order to illustrate the 
attitude of the Press on this subject, I cannot do better than transmit to 
Your Lordship a French summary of the articles which appeared yesterday 
in the principal Athens papers.! The same sort of articles appear daily, and 
I have merely chosen this summary as the latest. It will be observed that 
the Veniselist papers are, on the whole, the most violent against the Peace 
Proposals of the Powers. 

I regret that, an opportunity of sending despatches safely having arisen 
suddenly, I have no time to have the summary copied. 

I have, &c. 
F. O. LINDLEY 
t Not printed. 


No. 614 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received May 1, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 233 Telegraphic [E 4463/5/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, April 30, 1922 
My telegram No. 213.! a 
Following is summary of lengthy reply from Constantinople government 
dated April 2oth. 
' Of April 19, not printed. 


I. XV Sor 3F 


Porte expresses gratitude for expression of allied governments readiness to 
hasten evacuation, and sees therein wish to end Greek atrocities. Turkish 
government do not regard evacuation, necessary to end such atrocities and 
situation contrary to international law, as favour requiring compensation. 
They are confident of reception which will be accorded after fresh examina- 
tion to request for prompt evacuation of territory occupied by mandatory, 
which has outstripped limits of her mandate. This confidence is all the 
more justified as Porte is ready to accept in their ensemble peace conditions 
of March 26th,? subject to discussion of special points. 

Porte accedes to first principle given as basis for allied proposals. 

In discussing peace preliminaries it will show that just application thereof 
cannot impose on Turkey fresh territorial amputation in Eastern Thrace. 

Turkish government expresses gratitude for second principle, and are 
confident in discussing its application they will prove that cession of any 
part of Eastern Thrace, contrary to principle of nationalities and security of 
Turkey, is incompatible with it. 

All questions relative to financial and judicial organisation of land and 
sea forces, reparation and indemnities, are closely connected with recon- 
stitution of a vigorous and independent Turkey. Discussion of these matters 
is reserved for proposed conference. Porte is particularly gratified by affirma- 
tion of third principle, which assures to Moslems maintenance of secular 
titles and prerogatives, equal treatment and respect in their case, also for 
basis proclaimed in pact of League of Nations. Nothing could inspire 
greater confidence regarding results of impartial examination of observations 
which it will submit to conference, with a view to effect being given to this 
principle. 

As regards 4th principle, Porte considers whatever may be extent of 
Greek sacrifices or justice of compensation therefor, such justice cannot 
require compensation at expense of Turkish territorial” integrity, which 
Greece attacked subsequent to armistice of 1918. 

Turkish government subscribe with alacrity to 5th principle and promises 
full co-operation at conference in giving effect to condition so essential to 
lasting peace, which would be compromised by any injustice or any threat 
to security and right to subsistence of Turkey. 

Porte adheres fully to 6th principle, regarding minorities which it considers 
general and reciprocal duty of states. In discussing means of assuring 
protection, it will merely seek to guard against possible ferment due to 
false conception of first principle. Protection of minorities must not be in- 
citation to revolt, and must not expose majorities to danger from tyrannical 
minorities. Powers have deducted from their 7th principle demilitarisation 
of certain zones and institution of Straits commission. Porte admits principle 
of demilitarisation of zones strictly necessary for security and freedom of 
Straits to ships of all nations under international guarantees. Proposed 
measures however outstrip object in view without ensuring safety of 
Constantinople. Turkish government are ready to discuss in most.. -’ 

2 See No. 568, Annex 1. 3 The text is here uncertain. 
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spirit, régime necessary to ensure fullest freedom of navigation to all states 
on equal footing as well as security equally necessary for Turkey and maritime 
powers generally. These declarations show acquiescence in essential 
principles proposed by allies as basis of peace preliminaries. There is 
consequently no obstacle to immediate negotiation of latter, and evacuation 
of occupied regions without delay. 

Porte will enter into proposed joint examination of peace conditions 
without bias. Like allies, it desires to seek nothing calculated to offend 
judgment of world, and will accept all that justice requires in desire for 
joint establishment of desirable peace. 

Turkish government consequently ask to be informed as soon as possible 
of date and place of conference, in order to select and despatch their delegates. 

Full text should reach you by post on morning of May 6th.5 


4 In his telegram No. 234 of April 30 Sir H. Rumbold commented as follows: ‘Reply of 
Constantinople government though widely different in form from that of Angora [see 
No. 603], amounts to same thing in the end, viz., appeal to general principles in preamble to 
Paris proposals as being inconsistent with proposals themselves, and reservation of right to 
discuss every one of latter as constituting special point.’ 

5 The text was enclosed in Sir H. Rumbold’s despatch No. 399 of April 30, not printed, 
which was received in the Foreign Office on May 8. 


No. 615 


Lord Hardinge (Paris) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received May 2, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 248 Telegraphic: by bag [E 4465/5/44] 


PARIS, May 1, 1922 

Your telegram No. 152 of April 25th.! 

I am sending by bag tonight copy of Monsieur Poincaré’s reply? to Your 
Lordship’s suggestions as to attitude to be adopted towards latest note from 
Angora government. 

Monsieur Poincaré takes opposite view and maintains that opening of 
‘pourparlers préparatoires’ with that government affords best chance of 
eventual settlement. He considers that to address an ultimatum to them would 
only furnish extremists with pretext for continuing struggle—a responsi- 
bility which the French government could not undertake. He therefore 
urges that the allies should consent to a meeting at Ismid, which would 
probably ensure presence of Mustapha Kemal himself. Prolongation of 
negotiations would in his opinion make renewal of hostilities more difficult. 


™ No. 609. 
2 Of May 1. This was enclosed in Lord Hardinge’s despatch No. 1073 of May 1, not 
printed. 
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No. 616 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received May 2, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 236 Telegraphic [E 4489/5/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, May 1, 1922, 12.45 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 186.! 

Italian High Commissioner explains that agreement consists of a note 
from Turkish government to himself stating that it is prepared to grant 
Italian companies formed with Italian capital the right to concessions for 
railways etc. in Adalia district. If these companies do not avail themselves 
of this right within a certain period the right lapses. 

Moreover Turkish government states that it cannot bind its successor in 
power which would have the right to cancel the above concession. Having 
regard to the above as well as to the fact that Constantinople government 
has no authority over Adalia, Italian High Commissioner considers the note 
but little better than a scrap of paper. He stated frankly however that the 
note would enable Italian government to satisfy the (public opinion ?) of 
Italy that it had obtained concessions as a set off to mandates obtained by 
British and French governments. In fact the note was for internal con- 
sumption in Italy. Italian High Commissioner affirmed most vehemently 
and categorically that Angora government knew nothing whatever about 
this transaction? and that Italian government had given no undertaking 
of any kind to Turkish government. 

I said that Turks were not in the habit of giving away something for nothing 
and that Constantinople government evidently wished to create a good 
atmosphere at the present moment so as to get Italy on its side. 

™ See No. 611, n. 5. 

2 In his despatch No. 410 of May 1, in amplification of this telegram, Sir H. Rumbold 
commented: ‘. . . It does not seem to me probable that there has been collusion between the 
Central and Angora Governments in this matter. The latter would certainly resent action 


on the part of the Central Government which it would consider an unwarrantable inter- 
ference.’ 


No. 617 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 193 Telegraphic [E 4553/5/44) 
FOREIGN OFFICE, May 3, 1922, 7 p.m. 

Your private letter of April 18th to Oliphant.! 

Point of view of His Majesty’s Government regarding possibility of 
further concessions is indicated in draft reply to Angora contained in my 
telegram No. 152 to Paris (of April 25th).? 

t Not printed. In this letter Sir H. Rumbold had asked for a despatch explaining 
Lord Curzon’s point of view with regard to the non-modification of the main lines of the 


peace proposals, and instructing him on the duties of the Allied High Commissioners at 
the proposed conference. 2 No. 609. 
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Our view is that duty of allied high commissioners at conference should 
be to discuss the proposals with Greeks and Turks, giving them opportunity 
to statc their views, to put the proposals into workable form without departing 
from principle and substance but admitting it [stc] may be slight or occasional 
modifications in detail, and finally to draw up the scheme as thus discussed 
and revised in treaty form with a view to submitting it to the Supreme 
Council for approval. 

I may give as an illustration of the proposals which while being accepted 
in substance will require careful elaboration and possibly expansion in 
detail—the plans for protection of minorities in Asia Minor. We went as 
far as we could at Paris in framing outlines of the scheme but obviously it 
will require filling in with much care. The same considerations apply to 
other parts of the case. 


No. 618 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
No. 413 [E 2924/10/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, May 3, 1922 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to transmit herewith a copy of a letter’ addressed to me 
by the local Greek Committee of National Defence, protesting against the 
decision of the Powers to restore to Turkey territories now in Greek occu- 
pation. 

2. As Your Lordship is aware the Committee of National Defence is a 
body which in its origin stood more especially for the cause of Venizelism as 
against Constantinism, but which, in the circumstances set out in my 
despatch No. 385 of April 25,' now tends under the joint influence of the 
Patriarch Meletios and Colonel Kondylis to link up with the general Greek 
movement of resistance to the application of the Paris proposals. regarding 
Smyrna. 

3. Your Lordship will note the similarity of the language used in this 
protest to that used by Monseigneur Meletios in his conversation with 
Mr. Ryan on April 17.2 A good deal of attention has been attracted in the 
last few days by a visit of the Patriarch to the Parish of Tatavla, one of the 
most important Greek centres in Constantinople. Whatever may prove to 


1 Not printed. 

2 In a memorandum of April 18 communicated to the Foreign Office in Sir H. Rumbold’s 
despatch No. 373 of April 18, not printed, Mr. Ryan reported as follows: “The Patriarch said 
that the Powers at Paris had made the mistake of treating the issue as one between Turkey 
and Greece, whereas the really important thing was the position of the Greeks in Turkey. 
He discounted the value of any guarantees. They had availed nothing in Cilicia, where the 
population had fled. The same thing would happen in Asia Minor. If the Greek army left, 
the Christian population would be found trooping after them to the coast. He quoted an 
appeal he had had from Panderma, in which the people said that their choice lay not 
between life and death, but between different kinds of death.’ 
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be the eventual attitude of Monseigneur Meletios to any movement of 
forcible resistance, there is no doubt that he 1s closely associated with the 
present efforts to exercise moral pressure on the Powers in favour of recon- 
sideration of the Paris decisions. 

4. Further progress has been made with the arrangements for the Venize- 
list Greek Officers here to take up posts in the Army in Asia Minor. General 
Joannou, the most important of these Officers, has been in communication 
with the Greek High Commissioner, and he announced publicly a few days 
ago his intention of proceeding to Smyrna to take his place in the Army. 

I have, &c., 
Horace RuMBOLD 


No. 619 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 195 Telegraphic [E 4410/27/44| 
FOREIGN OFFICE, May 4th, 1922, 7 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 231 (April 29th; scheme for evacuation of Smyrna 
district).? 

As it is not proposed that evacuation shall take place until general settle- 
ment has been accepted on all sides, we think preliminary discussions should 
afford time for preparing scheme of evacuation. Moreover, it seems un- 
desirable to take any action which might suggest that we are preparing to 
carry out evacuation apart from other proposals. 

1 In this telegram Sir H. Rumbold had concluded: ‘While I realize that no effective 
action can be taken until belligerents have accepted bodily peace conditions, I consider that 
it would be desirable to have (? scheme) for protection of minorities ready for adoption 
before date for commencement of evacuation is fixed.’ 


No. 620 


Sir R. Graham (Rome) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recetved May 5, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 181 Telegraphic [E 4612/5/44] 


ROME, May 4, 1922, 10.30 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 130.! 

Secretary Gencral of Ministry of Foreign Affairs? has come down from 
Rapallo and asked me to see him urgently this morning with regard to 
Turco-Italian agreement. Italian press is now commenting on matter. 
Secretary General seemed much perturbed over articles in British press and 
statement in House of Commons,; and was still more so when I showed him 
your note to Italian ambassador of April 27th. He did not attempt to 


1 Not printed. See No. 611, n. 5. 2 Signor Contavini. 
3 By Mr. Chamberlain on May 3. See 153 H.C. Deb. 5 s., cols. 1344-5. 
4 No. 611. 
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defend action of Italian government and said that the whole affair had been 
hurried through without his being informed or consulted, or he would have 
stopped it. Minister for Foreign Affairs was so engrossed in Genoa that he had 
failed to realize the importance of the matter and had thought himself 
covered by conversation with you in Paris.5 Minister was also greatly 
upset. It seemed ridiculous that at a moment when His Excellency was in 
hourly conversation with Mr. Lloyd George at Genoa Italian government 
should be thought to have gone behind our backs. I agreed that this made 
the matter (? worse). 

Secretary General, after above admissions, declared that where we were 
wrong was in seeing any parallel between Italian action and that of French 
in their agreement with Angora,® also in attaching so much importance to 
an incident which had so little . . .7 

Text of new agreement had not yet reached Italian government, but 
Italian ambassador at Constantinople had been instructed to communicate 
it to Sir H. Rumbold at once. It was virtually the same as the one submitted 
in Paris by Italian Minister for Foreign Affairs. This Secretary General 
showed me. It had been forwarded in a letter containing explicit statement 
that it was only binding on actual Turkish government that signed it. It 
appeared to go no further than to give assurance that Turkish government 
would ‘consider favourably’ applications for concessions by Italian firms 
recommended by Italian government in area reserved for Italy under 
tripartite agreement. Heraclea mines and certain projected railways were 
specified. 

I was able to agree with Secretary General that such an agreement had 
little, if any, practical value and asked why Italian government had thought 
it worth while to prejudice allied solidarity and create most unfortunate 
incident for such negative advantages. 

Secretary General said that political contingencies made it necessary to 
show Italian public that something was being done to secure for Italy 
advantages promised under tripartite agreement but which were otherwise 
difficult of attainment. Only mistake had been that you had not been kept 
properly informed. 

I elicited from Secretary General that quid pro quo which had induced 
Turks to make offer was the understanding, though not the assurance, that 
Italian government, who thus obtained direct from Turks advantages of 
tripartite agreement, would no longer insist on enforcing their claims under 
that agreement. 

Secretary General, speaking for Minister for Foreign Affairs, asked what 
could be done to prevent misunderstanding from widening and press cam- 

s’ Commenting on Sir R. Graham’s telegram No. 180 of May 4, not printed, which 
reported a semi-official statement in the Italian press that during the March conversations 
in Paris (see Chap. IV) both Lord Curzon and M. Poincaré had been informed by the 
Italian Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Italian negotiations, Lord Curzon wrote: 
“The statement is only a half truth. All that Schanzer told me was that he had received 


offers from the Turks of certain concessions. After this I never heard another word.’ 
6 See No. 423, n. 2. 7 The text is here uncertain. 
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paigns in England and Italy which would aggravate situation. This after- 
noon communiqué has been issued which with some economy of truth 
endeavours to put Italian case in a favourable light. 

[Repeated] by post to Constantinople. 

Full report by despatch.® 


8 Rome despatch No. 390 of May 4, not printed. 


No. 621 


Mr. Gregory (Genoa) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewed May 4, 11.30 p.m.) 


No. 152 Telegraphic [E 4607/5/44] 


GENOA, May 4, 1922! 

Prime Minister (? to) Lord Privy Seal.? 

Schanzer came to see me this morning deeply hurt by a communication? 
worded with most unusual warmth which he had received from our Foreign 
Office, accusing Italy of making a secret agreement with Constantinople 
behind our backs. He absolutely denied truth of this allegation and said he 
had instructed Italian High Commissioner at Constantinople to communicate 
all facts without reserve to his British colleague.* I understand that Lord 
Curzon is away in the country and therefore send this to you as public 
statements in English press are producing painful impression upon Italian 
opinion. In my opinion allegation of negotiating behind our back is un- 
founded. On the other hand Italy has been co-operating with us most 
loyally in this conference and has shown a new and welcome determination 
to act with us even at risk of incurring French displeasure. She is un- 
doubtedly with us heart and soul in our endeavours to secure peace and 
reconstruction in Europe and I have never received such effective support 
from her representatives at any previous conference. 

I shall be grateful therefore if you will see that any communications made 
to Italy from London (recognize) friendliness and complete loyalty of her 
attitude and show sympathy towards her interests. It 1s most important any 
answers given in Parliament should not be of a character to alienate Italian 
opinion. 

If a protest was deemed indispensable, it would have been better to have 
asked us to make it here. As it is difficulties of our task have been increased 
and we have been considerably embarrassed by this occurrence at a time when 
we are actually meeting Italian Prime Minister and Foreign Secretary 
every day, and working most cordially with them. 


' The time of despatch is not recorded. 

2 Mr. Chamberlain. 3 No. 611. 

4 Mr. Osborne minuted on May 5: ‘Whether or not these instructions were given we 
heard not a word from Sir H. Rumbold and doubtless he heard nothing from his Italian 
colleague.’ 
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No. 622 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to British Delegation (Genoa) 
No. 71 Telegraphic [E 4607/5/44]| 
FOREIGN OFFICE, May 5, 1922, 12.45 p.m. 


For Prime Minister from Lord Privy Seal. 

Confidential. 

Your full telegram! about Italian Turkish agreement. 

Much regret that I had already answered parliamentary Questions? 
before receiving your first telegram.3 I will at once repeat your views to 
Curzon. News of agreement produced very bad public impression here and 
resulted in crop of questions from different quarters all highly critical of 
Italian action. I do not understand reference to communications to our 
High Commissioner at Constantinople but Foreign Office shall send you 
full statement as to nature and time of such if made. I think that they were 
only made after signature.‘ 

This agreement however innocent in intention must still further increase 
Foreign Secretary’s difficulties and increase belief of Turks that we alone 
oppose realisation of their hopes. I fully appreciate value to you of Italian 
support at Genoa but my sympathies are entirely with Curzon in protesting 
against signature of such an agreement whilst Turks are refusing acceptance 
of proposals for peace made to them by Allies. Just think what French 
and Italian comment would have been if we had suddenly announced 
conclusion of similar agreement for special economic favours. 


™ No. 621. 

2 On May 3 (see No. 620, n. 3), May 4 and May 5. See 153 H.C. Deb. 5 s., cols. 1344-5, 
1581, and 1711. 

3 Genoa telegram No. 151 of May 4, not traced in the Foreign Office archives. It would 
seem that, in this telegram, the Prime Minister had requested Mr. Chamberlain to suspend 
any statement in Parliament regarding Italian action in the Eastern question. 

4 Mr. Lloyd George, in a message to Lord Curzon transmitted in Genoa telegram No. 168 
of May 9, stated: ‘Schanzer certainly did not lead us to suppose that he had sent these 
instructions to Constantinople before receiving British protest regarding agreement.’ 


No. 623 


Record by Mr. Lindsay of a conversation with the Italian Ambassador 
[E 4817/5/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, May 5, 1922 


The Italian Amb[assador] called this morning and read to me two telegrams 
he had received from S[igno]r Schanzer at Genoa about recent developments 
as regards the Italian concessions agreement with Constantinople. 

The first was an account of his conversation with Mr. Lloyd George of 
which we have had the account already.' It was said that Mr. Lloyd George 


™ See No. 621. 
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agreed as to the deplorable effects of the British press’ exaggerated views, 
especially when Italy and Great Britain were co-operating so well at Genoa. 
He had said it must be the Northcliffe press who was doing it. He would 
telegraph at once to Mr. Chamberlain. Sir E. Grigg would speak at once to 
the pressmen at Genoa. He trusted that the incident could be smoothed 
out at once. 

The second said all that has been said many times about Italy, the war, 
the balance in the Mediterranean, public opinion, and the Tripartite agree- 
ment, and instructed the Amb[assador], in view of the promised support of 
Mr. Lloyd George, to try to arrange that the two Governments should issue 
a communiqué together to reduce the present undesirable effervescence. 

The Italian High Comm[issione]r at Constantinople had been instructed 
to communicate the text of the agreement at once to Sir H. Rumbold. 

Without admitting that I had seen already the Prime Minister’s telegram 
to Mr. Chamberlain! I agreed that the press here had gone in for exaggera- 
tions over the agreement, but I reminded him that at the very first moment 
when he had told me of the business I had warned him that nobody in 
Europe or Asia would believe that there was no contre-partie on the Italian 
side. However, what could now be done? The ordinary thing would be 
an answer to a Parliamentary Question in the House on Monday.? It 
mightsay that the assurances received officially from the Italian Amb[assador] 
precluded the possibility of there having been any agreement between 
Italy and Angora or any agreement of any kind with Constantinople supple- 
mentary to that the signature of which was already announced; that on 
the other hand the Italian Gov[ernmen]t had expressed most categorically 
their firm intention of continuing to cooperate intimately with their two 
Allies towards bringing about an early settlement in the east.3 

I asked what more could be said. He suggested something about the non- 
secrecy of the agreement, but I answered that there was, at least, a lack of 
frankness. He dropped the point and had no further suggestion to make. 
I then said I had no authority to make any decision on this point but 
promised to try to get him one. 

And, if I may make the suggestion, I don’t see why we should not issue an 
official communiqué to the press at once in the sense of my proposal at the 
marked passage above. 

It might help the P[rime] M[inister] at Genoa and I think it would satisfy 
S[igno]r d[e}] Martino. 

R.C.L. 


2 May 8. 3 See No. 625, n. 2. 
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No. 624 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewved May 6, 11.35 p.m.) 


No. 237 Telegraphic [E 4661/19/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, May 6, 1922, 5.10 p.m. 


I have recently received from Nationalist agent here two protests emanat- 
ing from Angora government against atrocities committed by Greeks in 
occupied areas. 

J am convinced that this is merely an attempt to forestall protests against 
those committed by Nationalists and I took the opportunity, as reported 
in my despatch No. 415,' to impress on Hamid Bey when presenting one of 
these notes that such protests did not come well from Angora government. 


1 Of May 3, not printed. In his reply, despatch No. 506 of May 19, Lord Curzon 
approved the language held by Sir H. Rumbold to Hamid Bey. 


No. 625 


Record by Mr. Lindsay of a conversation with the Italian Ambassador 


[E 4818/5/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, May 6, 1922 


Late last night, after the pouch had gone, the Italian Amb[assador] 
called again and gave me the annexed! which he wanted issued as a joint 
communiqué. I said I didn’t know what joint communiqués were. I had asked 
[for] the Sec[retary] of State’ sinstructions and the matter would have to wait 
all Monday. He insisted rather strongly on some joint statement, and I said 
that he was an extraordinarily skilful diplomatist, for, we, who had received 
the smack in the face, were now being turned by him into the incriminated 
party to make the excuses. The boot was on the other leg. 

I think he feels personally uncomfortable over it all. He said that Mr. 
Lloyd George, in talking to the journalists, had said that the whole thing 
was a blunder of diplomatists. 

“That’s you and me’, said I to him. 

I’m glad the S[ecretary] of S[tate] has authorized the communiqué. 


' Not printed. 

2 Lord Curzon minuted on May 7: ‘I will not agree to any further communiqué, joint 
or otherwise.’ Nevertheless the Foreign Office issued a statement to the press (see Morning 
Post, May 8) on the lines suggested by Mr. Lindsay on May 5 (see No. 623), and on May 8 
Mr. Chamberlain, in answer to a question, made a revised statement in the House of 
Commons (see 153 H.C. Deb. 5 s., col. 1784). On May 8 Mr. Lindsay in a minute, which 
was initialled by Lord Curzon on May 49, stated: ‘I saw the Italian Am[bassador] this 
morning and he regretted that no joint communiqué was to be issued but said he would try 
to persuade Si[gnor] Schanzer to look on this communiqué of ours as sufficient. 

‘I was then sent for by Mr. Chamberlain who also agreed that no joint communiqué was 
possible. He was anxious to help the Prime Minister at Genoa, and when he subsequently 
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It will come out in the Monday papers, and I propose to say then to the 
Ambassador that I don’t expect Lord Curzon will agree to anything more. 
R 


saw the Italian Amb{assador] he evidently gave him the further satisfaction contained in 
{the draft of the statement in answer to a Parliamentary question] which is quite un- 
exceptionable.’ 


No. 626 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recetved May 7, 6.30 p.m.) 


No. 238 Telegraphic [E 4662/5/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, May 7, 1922, 2.5 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 200.! 

Italian high commissioner made no communication of any sort about 
Italian agreement with Constantinople until conversation reported in my 
telegram No. 236.2, This conversation took place on my initiative and I 
first raised subject. As reported in my despatch No. 4103 which will reach 
you tomorrow Italian high commissioner read me on May 2nd _ notes 
exchanged between Turkish government and himself as well as preamble 
to agreement but not agreement itself. He stated that he made this communi- 
cation spontaneously and was not instructed to do so. He informed me last 
night that he had just been instructed to show me original agreement and 
he has now done so. Do you wish me to telegraph my recollection of 
terms of that agreement? Above appears to show that instructions of 


' Of May 6, not printed. This requested Sir H. Rumbold to report when, and in what 
form, the Italian High Commissioner had made a communication concerning the Italian 
Agreement with the Constantinople Government. 

2 No. 616. 3 Of May 1, not printed. 

4 In his despatch No. 425 of May 7, Sir H. Rumbold reported his recollection of the 
terms as follows: ‘The Agreement concedes advantages to Italy under five heads. By 
Article A. the Constantinople Government undertakes to entertain applications put forward 
by Italian firms for mining concessions in the Heraclea mining area which have not already 
been granted to other parties. By Article B. Italian firms will have the right to erect a 
power station in the Heraclea area capable of transmitting power to Constantinople. 
Under Article C. the Italians have the right to construct six different railways radiating 
from Adalia. One of these may eventually connect with Mudania, whilst another one will 
run from Adalia to [Buldur] with an eventual extension to Afi{um] Kara Hissar. A further 
Article grants the Italians the right to construct irrigation works in the valley of the 
Meander. Finally, the Italians are to have the right of developing three ports, one of 
which is Mudania. 

‘The period within which Italian firms can avail themselves of these concessions is 
fixed at five years. In the event of such firms not availing themselves of these rights within 
the specified period, the concessions lapse and the Turkish Government resumes its liberty 
of action. The Agreement is to run from the date of the ratification of the eventual treaty 
of peace between Turkey and the Allies.’ In a further despatch, No. 437 of May 11, not 
printed, Sir H. Rumbold transmitted to the Foreign Office copies of the notes exchanged 
between Izzet Pasha and Marquis Garroni, together with a copy of the Agreement itself. 
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Italian Minister for Foreign Affairs to Italian high commissioner to com- 
municate all facts without reserve to me are subsequent to my conversations 
with Italian high commnissioner on May Ist and May 2nd and that Italian 
Minister for Foreign Affairs may try to make a scapegoat of Italian high 
commissioner. I should greatly regret this. 

Repeated to Rome No. 1 for repetition to Genoa. 


No. 627 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Hardinge (Paris) 
No. 1405 [E 4853/5/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, May 10, 1922 
My Lord, 

It is now six weeks since the conference between the Foreign Ministers of 
France, Italy, and Great Britain separated at Paris! after agreeing upon a num- 
ber of definite proposals? for the termination of hostilities between the Greeks 
and the Turks, for the final conclusion of peace between the Allied Powers 
and Turkey, and for the settlement of the most important aspects of the 
Near Eastern question. These proposals, which it is unnecessary to recapitu- 
late here, were communicated by telegram to the Governments concerned} 
and an early reply was requested. The Greek Government immediately 
accepted the first suggestion of the Powers, viz. the conclusion of the armistice.‘ 
No further reply from them has been received. In the case of the Turkish 
answer the situation has been complicated by the facts: (1) that there are 
two Turkish Governments in existence whose replies had to be received: 
(2) that the replies, though nominally distinct, were compelled by the force 
of circumstances to be more or less interdependent, the Constantinople 
Government not being likely or willing to return any answer which would 
not be in general consonance with the views entertained at Angora: (3) 
that each of these two Governments, in true Oriental fashion, welcomed the 
opportunity either to dispute about the precise meaning of the terms sub- 
mitted to them, or to reopen the entire discussion which it was the object of 
the proposals to close, or to manceuvre for position in the Conference which 
had been suggested. It is not necessary for the purposes of the present 
argument to analyse with any closeness the replies of the Constantinople 
Government since, as M. Poincaré has remarked, they do not differ sensibly 
from that of the Angora Turks. 

The reply of the latter has assumed a double form. Its first edition was 
contained in the note of the 5th Aprilé in which the Angora Government 
advanced the claim inter alia that evacuation of Asia Minor by the Greek 
troops must be proceeded with as soon as an Armistice had been concluded, 
and in particular that the evacuation of the advanced stategic position held 


« See Chap. IV. 2 See No. 568, Annex 1. 3 Nos. 574 and 575. 
4+ See No. 568, Annex 1, para. iv. 5 See Nos. 590 and 614. © No. 583. 
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by the Greeks upon the railway Eskishehr—Afiu{m] Karahissar must be 
effected within fifteen days—no regard whatever being paid to the 
fundamental considerations which underlay the proposal of the Powers, viz. 
that the Armistice had been proposed in order to allow for the discussion 
of peace preliminaries; that evacuation could only begin after the expiration 
of the Armistice; and that evacuation was only one, although doubtless the 
most important, of the conditions upon which the Allied Foreign Ministers 
had agreed, at Paris, for the settlement of the entire problem. 

A reply to these pretensions drafted by the French Government? was 
accepted without demur by the British and Italian Governments, in which 
the three Powers, in their anxiety for conciliation, expressed their willingness 
to agree to evacuation as soon as the body of the peace conditions proposed 
by them had been accepted. 

The second and more detailed reply of the Angora Government was 
contained in a note dated the 22nd April,* which was even more obviously 
intended for purposes both of propaganda and procrastination. In this 
reply, the Angora Authorities entered into a long and partisan disquisition 
about massacres in Asia Minor; definitely rejected the idea of evacuation 
subject to the acceptance of the ensemble of the peace conditions; insisted on 
the commencement of evacuation simultaneously with the acceptance of an 
Armistice; demanded to know what precisely were the special points which 
had been reserved for discussion outside the aforementioned ensemble; and ended 
by saying that Angora delegates would be ready to meet plenipotentiaries 
of the Allied Powers at Ismid for preliminary negotiations—the information 
being subsequently added that Mustapha Kemal would be willing to attend 
such a Conference in person, and that it was desirable for the Allied plenipo- 
tentiaries to have full powers to take decisions without reference to their 
Governments.? This communication appeared to His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment to raise three questions: (1) the attitude and policy of the Angora 
Government, to be deduced from the Note as a whole, (2) the nature of the 
Conference suggested at Ismid, (3) the selection of Ismid as the place of 
meeting. 

His Mayjesty’s Government did not hastily form an opinion upon any of 
these issues, being anxious to lose no opportunity that might point to an 
honourable exit from the present deplorable impasse; nor did they fail to 
receive from their High Commissioner at Constantinople full advice upon 
every one of these points.'° 

This examination and advice rendered it impossible for His Majesty’s 
Government to form any other conclusion than that the Angora Government 
definitely refused to accept any of the fundamental conditions underlying 
the policy of the Allied Powers, that they intended at the suggested Confer- 
ence to reopen any and every question, and that their reply was in reality 
only a tactical manceuvre to drive the Allies into a position where the 
responsibility for the breakdown of negotiations could be thrown upon the 
latter. 

7 No. 599. 8 No. 603. 9 No. 604. 10 See Nos. 604 and 607. 
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It is more particularly necessary in this context to examine the proposal 
for the Conference at Ismid. His Majesty’s Government would welcome the 
opportunity of meeting Mustapha Kemal at a Conference table, just as they 
have welcomed the opportunities recently afforded to them in London of 
discussing matters with Izzet Pasha and Yusef Kemal Bey.!! But a moment’s 
scrutiny will reveal that the meeting as suggested is to be of a very onc-sided 
and compromising character. 

It is to be held at Ismid, i.e in the part of Turkey which is under National- 
ist influence. It is not, like the Conference suggested by the Powers, to 
be a meeting at which their High Commissioners at Constantinople will 
meet representatives of both Turkish Governments and of the Greek 
Government in order to discuss with them the conditions of peace. Far 
from this the High Commissioners are to be summoned to meet the head 
of the Angora Government alone. It is clear that the Constantinople 
Government is not to be admitted, that the Greeks are equally to be excluded, 
and that the High Commissioners are to be placed in a position where they 
must either accept the terms submitted to them by Mustapha Kemal, or, 
having neither the authority nor the willingness to accept them, return to 
Constantinople with the onus of failure upon their shoulders. 

As regards the suggestion of Ismid itself, His Majesty’s Government have 
at different times declared their willingness to agree either to Constantinople 
or Therapia as the site of the Conference proposed at Paris. ‘They would not 
object to Prinkipo or Moda, or to any suitable place in Western Europe. But 
the suggestion of Ismid as the place of meeting for a Conference to which 
two of the principal parties, viz. Constantinople and Greece were not even 
to be admitted, appeared to them to surpass the limits of what they could 
reasonably or properly concede. 

In these circumstances I suggested on the 25th April the terms of a draft 
reply!2 to the Angora Government which might be sent by the Allied Powers, 
and in which the principles upon which the Foreign Ministers had agreed 
at Paris and since, were reaffirmed, and Therapia was suggested as the most 
convenient place of meeting. 

The reply of the Italian Government to this proposal has not yet been 
received, although I learn by telegram from Constantinople’3 that it has 
the approval of the Italian High Commissioner. On the other hand I have 
received from M. Poincaré an expression of the view of the French Govern- 
ment to the effect that the general tone of the Angora reply manifests a 
clear desire to arrive at an understanding, that it is desirable to accept the 
proposed meeting at Ismid, and that if conversations are opened there, it 
will be more difficult for hostilities to be resumed. He is not willing, there- 
fore, to accept the terms of my proposed reply to the Angora Note." 

It is difficult for His Majesty’s Government to believe that in making 
these proposals the French Government can have fully considered the nature 
of the suggestion as I have above explained it. Do they realise that the 


"t See Nos. 554, 555» 556, 557- "2 See No. 609. 
13 No. 239 of May 7, not printed. 14 See No. 615. 
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Angora Note definitely refuses acceptance of the Paris Peace proposals as 
a prior and essential condition of evacuation, and thereby, for the second time, 
rejects the Allied offer? If the Allied Governments are to surrender to the 
Angora demand for a preliminary Conference before acceptance of the 
armistice and peace conditions, why should not a similar demand be made 
by Athens and by Constantinople, and how could it logically be refused? 

Do the French Government really consider it desirable at this juncture to 
interpolate another stage never contemplated at Paris, and certain to have 
been rejected had it been then proposed, in which one of the Parties con- 
cerned is to have a conference all to himself, certain to have no other result 
than to postpone the Conference proposed by common consent at Paris, 
and doomed in all probability to end in a fiasco which would not only be 
humiliating, but disastrous? 

If Mustapha Kemal desires any explanation as to the intentions of the 
Allies or the meaning of their terms, let him depute any representative whom 
he pleases to Constantinople, where the High Commissioners will be ready 
to give him the fullest explanations, or better still, let him either propose or 
acquiesce in the selection of some spot where the Conference, as originally 
proposed, can be held without further delay. 

In inviting the serious attention of the French Government to these 
considerations, His Majesty’s Government are compelled to point out that 
the responsibility for further delay in carrying out the Paris proposals is a 
burden which none of the Allies should be willing to bear. The sands are 
running out. In the interval that has elapsed since Paris, the situation, 
particularly if it be viewed from the Greek side, and the possibility of Greek 
resistance to the demands of the Allies, becomes daily not more, but less 
favourable. Equally is there a danger, confirmed by all the reports that have 
been received, of an even closer understanding and more active military 
co-operation between the Angora and Soviet Governments—a situation 
that cannot be any more beneficial to French than to British interests in the 
Middle East. If the Powers represented at Paris were sincere in their pro- 
posals, and if they meant by every means in their power to secure their 
acceptance by Greece and Turkey, there can be no excuse for these pro- 
tracted delays with their attendant perils. Rather should the allied policy 
be one of adhering to the plan there prepared, and making a further, 
even if it be a final, effort to extract a definite acceptance or refusal of it 
from Angora, Constantinople and Athens alike. 

His Majesty’s Government would view with profound regret the abandon- 
ment of this plan, to which so much labour was devoted, and they are slow 
to believe that the French Government can have any such intention. It 
is in this spirit that I am now addressing them in the hope that the common 
allied action which has here been urged may be resumed, in the general sense 
of the proposals which I have previously made. 

Should this be found impossible, His Majesty’s Government will have to 
deal with the matter in a different and independent way; and the prelude 
to any such action on their part will of necessity be the publication of the 
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entire correspondence on the matter that has passed between the Allied 
Governments and the Governments of Athens, Angora and Constantinople. 

They would greatly prefer, however, that the three Governments should 
once more unite in the communication of an identic note to the Governments 
of Athens and Constantinople, intimating that a definite reply to their 
proposals must now be made, and that there can be no further delay in 
summoning a Conference of the character agreed upon at Paris. 

His Majesty’s Government will be grateful if, in view of the urgency of 
the matter, they may be favoured with an early reply to this communication. 

Iam, &c., 
Curzon oF KEDLESTON 


No. 628 


The Marquess of Kedleston to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 205 Telegraphic [E 4869/19/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, May 12, 1922, 7 p.m. 


Your telegrams Nos. 241 and 242.! 

Information reported by you as received in main from American relief 
workers reveals such an appalling tale of barbarity and cruelty, now being 
practised by Angora Turks as part of a systematic policy of extermination 
of Christian Minorities in Asia Minor, that His Majesty’s Government, 
who have in proposed terms of peace assumed a serious responsibility for 
future protection of these Minorities, cannot allow such reports to remain 
uninvestigated, or such incidents to continue unchecked. I am informing 
French, Italian and American ambassadors of our opinion, with a view to 
securing their co-operation in action which I now propose, and I am re- 
questing them to ask their governments to send instructions to their high 
commissioners at Constantinople to act in concert with you. My proposal 
is that each of the four Powers should at once depute a carefully selected 
officer, to proceed to Trebizond or whatever Black Sea port may be most 
suitable for the purpose with a view to proceeding to such places in the 
interior as may best enable them to conduct the necessary investigation. 
Permission of Angora authorities will have to be sought and facilities de- 
manded. It will be difficult for them to refuse these, since it is their conten- 
tion either that the deportations and massacres have not taken place, or 
that they have been provoked by conduct of the Greek and other Minorities 


1 Of May 10, not printed. In these telegrams Sir H. Rumbold, citing evidence from 
American sources, stated: ‘The Turks appear to be working on a deliberate plan to get rid 
of minorities. . . .whole Greek male population from the age of 15 upwards of Trebizond 
area and its hinterland is being deported apparently to labour battalions at Erzeroum, 
Kars and Sari Kamish.’ 

2 In his telegram (No. 179 to Paris, No. 143 to Rome and No. 174 to Washington) of 
May 12, Lord Curzon instructed Lord Hardinge, Sir R. Graham and Sir A. Geddes 
to ‘support representations which are being made here’. These representations were made 
by Sir E. Crowe on May 12. 
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concerned. Should permission nevertheless be refused, His Mayjesty’s 
Government will have to reconsider their entire attitude towards peace 
proposals, which obviously could not be pursued with any chance of 
success in such conditions as I have described.3 It is inconceivable that 
Europe should agree to hand back to Turkish rule, without the most stringent 
guarantees, communities who would be liable to be treated in the manner 
described by competent American witnesses, whose reports moreover are 
confirmed by independent information in our possession.‘ 

Repeated to Paris No. 178 (by bag). 

Repeated to Rome No. 142 and Washington No. 172. 


3 Referring to this telegram, which was repeated to Genoa as No. 109, Lord Curzon, 
in his telegram No. 108 of May 12 to Genoa for the Prime Minister, stated: ‘Should 
Angora government refuse to afford facilities for proposed mission of enquiry, we should 
then be in a very strong position if we decided to retire altogether from the peace negotia- 
tions which threaten in any case, largely owing to want of loyal French and Italian support, 
to prove abortive. This breakdown on a point like this would at least be more favourable 
to us and enlist wider sympathies abroad than failure to secure acceptance of conditions as 
settled at Paris conference.’ 

4 This telegram and Sir H. Rumbold’s two telegrams of May 10 (see n. 1) were read in 
a statement to the House of Commons by Mr. Chamberlain on May 15. (See 154 H.C. 
Deb. § s., cols. 46-50.) 


No. 629 


Letter from Mr. Oliphant to the Secretary to the Army Council 


([E 4457/5/44] 
LONDON, May 12, 1922 
Sir, 

With reference to your letter No. 0152/6066 (M.1.2) of the 29th ultimo,' 
relative to the control of ports should the proposed armistice between the 
Greeks and the Turks be concluded, I am directed by the Marquess Curzon 
of Kedleston to state, for the information of the Army Council, that although 
article 3 of the Paris armistice proposal? prescribes that no reinforcement of 
the opposing armies by men or material, and that no withdrawal of con- 


! This letter forwarded to Lord Curzon a telegram of April 26 from General Harington 
to the War Office which ran: ‘. . . it appears that during armistice no reinforcements in 
material are to be allowed to reach either belligerent army. The Allied scheme here, as so 
far drafted, embraces Allied control on Turkish ports of Ineboli and Adalia and Greek 
ports of Smyrna and Mudania, but it seems to be equally necessary that Allied control 
should be installed at Turkish port of Mersina, which is in direct railway communication 
with Turkish front line and for Turks is comparable in importance to Smyrna to Greeks. 
Railway is now working efficiently between Mersina and Turkish front. I am mentioning 
this matter to Allied generals, and have asked Allied admirals whether they are prepared 
to participate. I desire your views on this matter, as question will undoubtedly raise impor- 
tant issue. It would, however, appear only equitable that controls at Turkish and Greek 
ports should be similar, and if to impose controls at former is considered impracticable it is 
a matter for consideration whether there should be none installed at latter.’ 

2 See No. 560, Annex 3. 
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stituted units, shall take place, the intention of this article 1s merely to 
prevent the strengthening of the forces of the two belligerents in the field. 

2. The Secretary of State considers that it would be quite impracticable 
to prevent the importation of supplies from abroad by any control over 
ports of entry, more especially since any attempt to carry out such a control 
over Turkish ports would inevitably be illusory. The question of the par- 
ticular ports to be controlled does not therefore arise. 

3. I am to suggest, for the consideration of the Council, that the above 
views should be communicated to General Harington in answer to the 
enquiries contained in the telegram of which a copy was enclosed in your 
letter under reply. 


No. 630 


Sir M. Cheetham (Paris) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received May 16, 8.30 a.m.) 
No. 277 Telegraphic: by bag [E 5051/5/44]| 
PARIS, May 15, 1922 

I communicated copy of Your Lordship’s despatch No. 1405 of May 
10th! immediately on its receipt to political director of French Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs, who stated at once that his government had not compre- 
hended Angora note of April 22nd? as in any way excluding the presence 
of Greek and Constantinople delegates at the proposed conference at Ismid. 
He begged me, however, before informing Your Lordship in this sense, to 
await a written and detailed reply from Monsieur Poincaré which would be 
prepared with the utmost expedition. 

Copy of this note, which has now reached me, goes by bag tonight.3 

It will be seen that the French government consider that the three 
interested parties should at once be summoned to meet the allied representa- 
tives at a conference which it is suggested might be held on a vessel of war 
near Ismid. Monsieur Poincaré believes that the omission in the Angora 
note of April 22nd? of a statement of readiness to meet the delegates of 
Greece and Constantinople is merely due to the fact that the Angora 
government are answering for themselves alone, and expect the allied 
governments to convoke the other interested parties. 

The political director, whom I saw again today, stated his conviction that 
it would be dangerous to lose close touch with the three governments con- 
cerned in the solution of the Turkish question, and that the only way, in 
his opinion, to avoid this eventuality was to summon the conference at once. 
Unless the parties could be induced to send their delegates to meet the allied 
representatives in one room they would never come into line, and he was 
confident that none of the governments could disobey a summons issued by 


t No. 627. 2 See No. 603. 
3 In Paris despatch No. 1177 of May 15, not printed. 
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the allies, since the one who refused would incur the responsibility for a 
continuance of hostilities. 

Monsieur de Peretti also informed me that Count Sforza had expressed 
his general agreement with the French point of view. 


No. 631 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Hardinge (Paris) 
No. 1488 [E 4699/5/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, May 17, 1922 
My Lord, 

I transmit, for Your Excellency’s information, the accompanying copy 
of a despatch from His Majesty’s High Commissioner, Constantinople,' 
setting forth the joint views of the three allied High Commissioners upon 
certain points connected with the proposed evacuation of Smyrna, as to 
which they have been consulted by Lieutenant General Sir C. Harington, 
and I request that you will approach the Government to which you are 
accredited with regard to two of these points, viz., the transfer of administra- 
tion and the protection of minorities. 

2. With the views of the three High Commissioners which are stated in 
paragraph 8 of Sir H. Rumbold’s despatch I am in general agreement, 
although it appears to me that the conclusion of an agreement between the 
two belligerents regarding the transfer of administration must depend on the 
acceptance of evacuation rather than on the acceptance of an armistice since 
the latter involves no transfer of administration. Whether the Greek 
administration should be taken over by the Constantinople Government or 
by that of Angora, it is at present premature to discuss, but once this question 
were decided, it would be necessary for the military representatives of the 
two belligerents to meet and to agree upon the procedure of transfer. The 
allied representatives responsible for the supervision of the transfer should, 
I consider, be present at the meeting and endorse the procedure agreed 
upon. Their responsibility, however, would go no further. 

3. In the ninth paragraph of his despatch, Sir H. Rumbold has suggested 
that the commissioners of the League of Nations contemplated by the Paris 
proposals? should be on the spot before evacuation starts, in order to avert 
panic. But it does not appear to me that such commissioners can accept 
duties and responsibilities prior to the determination of the safeguards to be 
incorporated in the treaty by the Inter-Allied Committee contemplated 
for this purpose. They would have no definite instructions or authority 
although their general duty would clearly be to afford such protection as 
they could. I doubt whether the League would accept an indefinite mandate 
of this nature, and I think therefore that it will be necessary to trust the 
allied commissioners to calm and protect the minorities until the conference 


' No. 406 of May 2, not printed. 2 See No. 562, Annex 2. 
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and the committee have elaborated the rights of the minorities and the Turks 
have formally accepted them. In any case, it is desirable that, as Sir H. 
Rumbold suggests, a reciprocal declaration of a general amnesty should be 
incorporated in the agreement which the two belligerents would conclude 
before evacuation. . 

4. I shall be glad if you will put the views of His Majesty’s Government 
before the French Government and ascertain whether they concur. 

5. I am addressing a similar despatch to His Majesty’s Ambassador at 
Rome. 

Iam, &c., 
(For the Secretary of State] 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 


3 Foreign Office despatch, No. 669 of May 17. A copy of this despatch was communi- 
cated also to Sir H. Rumbold in Foreign Office despatch No. 493 of May 17, not printed. 


No. 632 


Record by Sir E. Crowe of a conversation with the Italian Ambassador 


[E 5275/5/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, May 17, 1922 


The Italian Ambassador came by appointment to see me today, in order 
to discuss the attitude of his Government in regard to the present phase of 
the negotiations with Angora. I told him that we were somewhat surprised 
that we had never heard anything definite as to the view which the Italian 
Government took of the proposal of the Angora Government to hold a 
Conference with British, French and Italian representatives at Ismid.! The 
French Government, as he knew, had advised a practical acceptance of the 
Turkish proposal.2 ‘To His Majesty’s Government, on the other hand, this 
seemed to be so contrary to the letter and spirit of the agreement reached 
in Paris at the Conference of Foreign Secretaries, that they had felt unable 
to concur in the French view. M. de Martino was of course familiar with 
the correspondence which had passed between M. Poincaré and Lord 
Curzon on this subject.3 We had now received a further note from M. 
Poincaré,* which, without adding anything of substance to the considerations 
he had urged before, re-iterated the advice that the Turkish proposal should 
be accepted, in a slightly modified form. M. Poincaré suggested that the 
meeting at which Greek and Constantinople Delegates should be present 
should be arranged to take place off the Turkish coast on board a French 
man of war. 

He re-iterated his contention that in agreeing to this course, the Allies 
would not be acting contrary to what was settled at the Paris Conference, 
and brushed aside in an altogether unconvincing manner, the various (to 


1 See No. 603. 2 See No. 615. 3 See Nos. 609 and 627. 
4+ Of May 15, not printed. See, however, No. 6930, n. 3. 
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our minds) strong arguments which Lord Curzon’s note had brought 
forward in criticism of the mode of action proposed.’ In this state of conflict 
between the views of the British and French Governments, it became of 
more importance than ever to know where the Italian Government stood. 
Lord Curzon had therefore begged me to ask M. de Martino whether he 
was not now in a position to tell us clearly whether or not in this matter the 
British Government could count upon the support of the Italian Govern- 
ment. I reminded M. de Martino that right through the discussions which 
had of late been carried on at Genoa, Signor Schanzer in speaking to Mr. 
Lloyd George had consistently accentuated and laid stress upon the cordial 
co-operation between the two Governments over practically the whole 
field of foreign policy.6 But in regard to this very important branch of 
Allied relations we were left in an embarrassing state of obscurity as to 
Italy’s real intentions, and the moment had come when it seemed neces- 
sary for Italy to make up her mind whether she shared our view of the 
situation or that urged by M. Poincaré. 

M. de Martino said he very much regretted that there had apparently 
been a misunderstanding as to the purport of the communication he had 
recently made to Mr. Lindsay and Mr. Oliphant. That communication 
was the consequence of the Angora proposal for a meeting at Ismid and the 
French advice to accept that proposal. M. de Martino had communicated 
a paper’ quoting the opinion formed at that time by the Italian High Com- 
missioner at Constantinople, who was so impressed with the danger of 
bringing about a rupture of the negotiations with Angora in such a way that 
the blame would fall on the Allies, that he recommended as the lesser of 
the two evils the acceptance of the Turkish proposal. The second part of 
the paper which he communicated—beginning with the words: ‘En méme 
temps j’ai regu... ’—had been intended to convey the opinions of M. 
Schanzer, formed on the receipt of this report from the Italian High Com- 
missioner. Unfortunately, by a stupid error on the part of his Chancery, 
M. de Martino admitted that the second part of the paper was made to 
appear as a continuation of the expression of the views of the Italian High 
Commissioner, and in this way we had come to the conclusion that we had 
nothing but these views before us, whereas M. Schanzer believed that he 
had expressed to us his own views, and was waiting for our observations 
thereon. What M. Schanzer at that time desired to convey was that he 
thought it impossible to accept the proposal of the Angora Government as 
it stood, but, being impressed by the Italian High Commissioner’s argument 
on the subject of a possible definite rupture of the negotiations, he was 
inclined to suggest that the Allies might agree to some sort of meeting such 
as Angora had proposed, provided that it were clearly understood that this 
meeting was not to serve as a means of opening negotiations on the basis 
of the plan adopted at Paris, but merely as an opportunity given to the 
Turks to obtain explanations and particulars as to the exact scope of the 


5 See No. 630. 6 See No. 621. 
7 On May 15, but ante-dated May 1, not printed. 


822 


Allied proposals, M. de Martino had now informed his Government that 
the views of His Majesty’s Government on this point were clearly stated in 
their reply’ to M. Poincaré’s note. 

M. Schanzer in reply had now instructed the Ambassador to say that he 
had since been informed by Count Sforza of the further note addressed to 
us by M. Poincaré,* and now again he was very anxious to know what view 
was taken by the British Government of this development. 

I observed that whilst the British Government had explained their point 
of view very precisely, and whilst it was difficult to see how this point of 
view was to be changed by the mere re-iteration of M. Poincaré’s arguments 
(which was what, in practice, his last note amounted to) the Italian Govern- 
ment had not so far taken any definite line, and I thought that, instead of 
continuing to ask us what we thought, it would be more valuable and more 
to the point if the Italian Government would now tell us whether or not 
they agreed with the views we had already expressed, or whether they 
intended to support the French contention, or what other attitude they 
really favoured. Our doubts on this point had been increased by the fact 
that according to a telegraphic report from our High Commissioner at 
Constantinople, dated the 7th May,8 his Italian colleague at that capital 
had declared that he had come to change his mind, and that he no longer 
held the view to which he had given expression the week before, that the 
Turkish proposal ought to be accepted. 

M. de Martino said that, in his own opinion, the views expounded by 
Lord Curzon were absolutely right and convincing, and he would continue 
the effort on which he was already engaged, to induce his Government 
strongly to support us. He could of course not definitely answer for the 
decision which M. Schanzer might finally make. He thought, however, that 
in view of the consistent co-operation between the Italian and British Minis- 
ters at Genoa, and the cordiality of the relations there established, it would be 
most unlikely that Italy would hold back from going with us and carrying out 
loyally and integrally the line of policy laid down at Paris. I accepted this 
statement without making any allusion—as I might have done—to the recent 
conclusion of a separate agreement between Italy and Constantinople.? M. de 
Martino said he could quite understand how important it was that, if there 
was to be a final breakdown of the negotiations, the responsibility should not 
be attributable to the Allies. That such a breakdown would occur, he was 
beginning unhappily to feel certain, for it seemed to him quite clear that 
the French were really acting hand-in-glove with Angora, and that ever 
since the Franklin-Bouillon Mission'® they had really been deceiving their 
Allies. In fact, he said, it was time that we opened our eyes and recognised 
facts, however unpleasant and almost humiliating they might be. To his 
mind, the fact was that Great Britain and Italy had, over this question of 
the Turkish peace, been defeated by France. This, however, he begged 
me to regard as a confidential aside. 


8 Constantinople telegram, No. 239, not printed. 9 See No. 626. 
10 No. 423, n. 2. 
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I called his attention to the bearing upon the question of responsibility 
for a final breach with Angora which our recent proposal! to send an Allied 
Mission to investigate the Turkish atrocities might have. He said he had 
already made an observation in this sense to his Government, pointing out 
that the acceptance or non-acceptance of the proposed Mission of enquiry 
by the Angora Government, would afford the real test of their general 
intentions, and if, as seemed not unlikely, Angora was determined to make 
no concessions, and not to accept the peace settlement proposed by the 
Allies, it might now very well be that the breakdown would be definitely 
brought about by the attitude they would adopt on this question of atrocities 
and the protection of minorities. He would now again telegraph to Rome 
and ask for an early and definite pronouncement as to the line of action 
which the Italian Government would recommend, and proposed themselves 
to follow.'? 


1! See No. 628. 12 Lord Curzon minuted: ‘Very clearly and admirably put’ 


No. 633 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received May 18, 7 p.m.) 
No. 249 Telegraphic [E 5136/19/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, May 18, 1922, 11.40 a.m. 

Your telegram No. 205.! 

French High Commissioner has received instructions to concert with me 
with regard to despatch of an inter-allied commission to Anatolia. American 
and Italian High Commissioners are so far without instructions. The latter 
is entirely in favour of proposed commission of enquiry. Allied High 
Commissions, however, are agreed that it would be desirable also to send 
inter-allied commission of enquiry to territories occupied by Greeks in 
Asia Minor and in particular to Aidin district (please see my telegram No. 
127? and despatch No. 2483). Such a procedure would deprive Nationalists 
of excuse for rejecting proposal for a commission of enquiry to their territory 
on the grounds that allied powers had taken no notice of alleged Greek 
atrocities. 


' No. 628. 

2 Of March 2, not printed. This cited reports that Greeks had set fire to the hamlet of 
Karatepe, killing 150 persons. 

3 Of March 10, not printed. This communicated to the Foreign Office a copy of Sir H. 
Lamb’s despatch No. 37 of March 1 which reported on the incident at Karatepe and 
nearby hamlets. In a postscript Sir H. Lamb had cited a report that a Turkish brigand 
band was in the hamlet when it was attacked by Greeks. 
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No. 634 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No, 211 Telegraphic [E 4987/5/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, May 18, 1922 


Difficult situation has arisen as a result of the conflict of views between 
His Majesty’s Government and their allies as to the reply to be returned to 
the last note from Angora, and I should be grateful for your views in the 
light of the following considerations. 

You will have seen from Paris telegram No. 248 (of May 2nd)! that 
M. Poincaré replied to the proposal contained in my telegram No. 152 to 
Paris (of April 25th)? by advocating acceptance of the Angora proposal for 
a meeting with Kemal in order to avert a renewal of hostilities. I replied 
in a despatch No. 1405 to Paris (of May roth),3 the text of which should 
reach you on May 2oth by bag. I pointed out that the Angora reply of 
April 22nd was obviously intended for purposes of propaganda and pro- 
crastination, that it definitely refused to accept the allied conditions and 
that it was a tactical manoeuvre to impose on the allies the responsibility 
for the breakdown of negotiations; that the allied High Commissioners 
were summoned to Nationalist territory to meet the head of the Angora 
government while the other two interested parties, the governments of 
Athens and Constantinople were excluded; that the proposal appeared to 
His Majesty’s Government inacceptable and they had accordingly suggested 
to the French and Italian governments, a carefully worded but explicit 
answer to Angora; that the French government had replied advocating 
assent to the suggested meeting and refusing my proposed reply; that this 
would involve submission to Angora’s refusal to accept the armistice and 
peace proposals before evacuation, might expose us to similar demands for 
preliminary negotiations with Athens and Constantinople and would inter- 
polate a new stage in the Paris plan; and that if Kemal desired explanations 
he had only to despatch a delegate to Constantinople or accept the conditions 
preliminary to the conference. I ended by insisting on adherance to the 
Paris plan and suggesting a final effort to extract an acceptance from all 
three parties. 

I have now received a further unsatisfactory note from Paris.4 M. Poincaré 
denies that the Angora note necessarily excludes the representation of 
Athens and Constantinople and that a conference with all three would 
involve any departure from the Paris plan. Preliminary pourparlers with 
the representatives of all three at the proposed conference would, he is 
confident, result in acceptance of the allied proposals. He therefore proposes, 
as a final attempt at conciliation which would absolve the allies from any 
responsibility for a rupture, that the three governments be invited to send 
delegates to a conference on a French man-of-war in Ismid harbour. 


' No. 615. This telegram was dated May 1. 2 No. 609. 3 No. 627. 
4 Of May 15, not printed. See No. 630. 
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We still lack definite information as to the final attitude of the Italian 
government. The Italian Ambassador has presented a memorandum dated 
May ist5 indicating that his government was inclined to share the original 
views of the Italian High Commissioner as reported in your telegram No. 
224 (of April 25th).6 Meanwhile your telegram No. 239 (of May 7th)’ tells 
us that His Excellency has modified his views as to the utility of the meeting 
and that you yourself consider there are strong objections to it; I note 
however from your despatch No. 390 (of April 25th)® that you nevertheless 
consider it would be unwise to close the door altogether to further discussion. 
We are endeavouring to ascertain definitely the position of the Italian 
government which appears to be still havering. 

It is clear to me that the Paris conference plan is the only solid basis on 
which to stand and I have hitherto insisted on its integral maintenance 
although I have no illusions as to its chances of success. I should have no 
difficulty of traversing the arguments contained in M. Poincaré’s last note 
and in showing that the conference he proposes is quite inconsistent with 
the Paris plan seeing that it abandons both the important stipulation that 
opening of negotiations must be preceded by acceptance of armistice, and 
that evacuation is dependent upon general acceptance of Paris conditions. 
If Italian government support us I might take this line with force, if not 
with success. On the other hand it might lead to a complete rupture of 
negotiations and to attempt by France in which Italy might conceivably 
join to throw entire blame on His Majesty’s Government. 

Before, therefore, deciding on my reply I should be glad to learn your 
views of the French suggestion and the probable attitude of your colleague; 
also your estimates of the results at Angora and Constantinople of a refusal 
on our part to accept the Paris Angora proposal. Like you, we should 
wish negotiations to proceed if we could find a fair basis. In formulating 
your opinion you will of course bear in mind our recent proposal? to send a 
mission to enquire into atrocities and the consequent possibility of our 
reaching a break with Angora over either the atrocities or the conference. 
Further vital factors in the situation are the negative results of Genoa," 
which may tend to tighten the bonds between Angora and Moscow; the 
Smyrna movement in favour of local resistance to the Turks;"! and the 
fall of Gounaris.'2, We shall be glad to consider any alternative plan, if 
such can be found, that you may suggest. 

Repeated to Paris No. 185 (by bag). 


5 Not printed. This was back-dated from May 15; see No. 632, n. 7. 

6 No. 607. 7 Not printed. 8 See No. 607, n. 4. 

9 See No. 628. 10 See No. 533, n. 2. tt See No. 618. 

12M. Gounaris had resigned although he had obtained a majority of one in a division 
following a financial debate on May 10. M. Stratos had then formed a government, him- 
self taking the Ministries of War and Foreign Affairs. This government lasted only a few 
days. On May 21, M. Protopapadakis formed a Government which included M. Gounaris 
(Justice), M. Baltatzis (Foreign Affairs), and M. Theotokis (War). 
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No. 635 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 214 Telegraphic [E 4903/5/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, May 19, 1922, 3 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 216 (April 21st; evacuation of Smyrna).! 

A. We agree with view in General Harington’s telegram No. 1816 of 
April 28th to War Office.? 

B. We are fully alive to the necessity for Turkish demobilisation and 
will do anything we can to bring it about concurrently with evacuation. 

C. We are consulting Treasury. 


1 No. 602. 

2 This telegram ran: ‘As regards material which Greeks should be permitted to remove. 
(a) That everything may be taken away that they have put into country should be the 
guiding principle. (5) Any improvements... should be set off against Turkish counter- 
claim. ... (¢) That wholesale requisitioning preparatory to withdrawal will not be approved 
should be made quite clear.’ 


No. 636 


Mr. Lindley (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received May 29) 


No. 255 [E 5499/5/44] 
ATHENS, May 20, 1922 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to report that the statement made by Mr. Chamberlain 
in the House of Commons on the 18th instant! was reproduced in every 
newspaper in Athens, accompanied by the most favourable comments. 
It is evidently believed by the public (there is no Government at the present 
time), that the impression made in England by the latest Turkish atrocities 
may be the precursor of a more active policy on the part of Great Britain, 
without which no one here believes in the possibility of settling the Eastern 
question in a satisfactory manner. 

In these circumstances it may be useful to take stock over more of the 
general situation. No doubt your Lordship is kept fully informed of the 
military prospects in Asia Minor. To me ,who has no recent information 
on the subject, it was of particular interest to hear to-day the views of 
Colonel Giordano, the Italian Staff Officer, who has been for a long time in 
Smyrna. He declared that the Kemalists were incapable of any serious mili- 
tary enterprise, but that the Greeks were not in a position to round them up. 


{ On May 18, in reply to a parliamentary question, Mr. Chamberlain admitted that 
there was a movement among the Greeks on the Black Sea coast of Turkey for the forma- 
tion of a Greek Pontus Republic, but concluded: ‘. . . Such political aspirations, however, 
can furnish no justification for the wholesale and barbarous deportations of women and 
children which have recently been carried out by the Turks from the district in question.’ 
See 154 H.C. Deb. 5s., col. 539. 
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It was, in fact, a case of stale-mate, and would continue to be so until the 
financial exhaustion of the Greeks caused a change to their disadvantage. 
This is the view that has prevailed for some time in well-informed circles 
and seems good enough to accept and work on. 

It seems equally well-established that the Kemalists, in spite of their 
military weakness, will be contented with nothing less than the National 
Pact, which they expect to secure by exhausting the Greeks and wearying 
His Majesty’s Government. 

The recent forced loan has put the Greek Government in funds for a certain 
number of months; but the late Minister of Finance? said to me a few days 
ago, almost with tears in his eyes, that this unexpected windfall was just 
sufficient to effect the demobilisation of the Greek army, for which purpose 
it ought certainly to be used. Once it was exhausted, there was no possibility 
of Greece raising another penny, and the issue of uncovered paper would 
achieve the ruin of the country. 

The question is whether the period, during which the Greek army can 
still be counted upon as a serious factor, is to be utilised to make a determined 
effort to effect a settlement, or whether matters are to be allowed to drift 
until both Greece and Asia Minor are irretrievably ruined. I submit, with 
the greatest respect, that unless we are prepared to put serious pressure upon 
the Kemalists, the latter eventuality is inevitable, and that, in any case, 
there is no time to be lost if it is to be avoided. It will not be long now before 
the situation gets completely out of hand, and we shall become the prey to 
the same kind of blind forces which rendered unavailing the despairing 
efforts to preserve peace during the last few days before the great war. 

The Paris peace proposals* appear to have definitely broken down before 
the obstinacy of the Kemalists on the one hand and the failure of the minority 
clauses to satisfy those principally concerned, that they will be adequately 
protected. Some new proposals must be found to take their place, and it 
would appear that the recently demonstrated intention of the Kemalists to 
destroy the Christian population of Asia Minor, offers a suitable oppor- 
tunity to put them forward. 

I venture, therefore, to suggest that a final effort be made to obtain the 
co-operation of France and Italy in intimating to the Kemalists that, unless 

2 M. Protopapadakis. 

3 In his Annual Report for 1922, Mr. Lindley explained the forced loan as follows: “The 
plan adopted was to make only one half of all currency notes legal tender to the value of 
half the face-value of the note. The other half became a Government bond, bearing 7 per 
cent. interest, also to the value of half the original note. The whole population was 
required, therefore, to cut the notes they possessed in half and to surrender the non-currency 
half to the Government. The measure was the more ingenious in that it tapped the hoarded 
savings of the peasants who had done well out of the war, and who were impossible to 
touch by any measure of taxation. It was superior to an issue of fresh paper in that it did 
not depress the exchange value of the drachma. Though it cannot be said that the loan 
was popular, it was a remarkable thing that it raised no general outcry. In fact, the 
manner in which the Greek people bore this burden was beyond praise, and afforded 
striking proof of their real patriotism.’ 

4 See No. 568, Annex 1. 
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they are ready to accept the revised terms which should include autonomy 
for the Smyrna zone, the Turkish ports will be blockaded, and the Greek 
forces will receive such support as we find it convenient to afford them. 
These forces might then be withdrawn to the Sévres zone in Asia Minor, 
which would be placed under an autonomous administration. Should 
France refuse her co-operation, His Majesty’s Government, who are far 
more vitally interested in the Eastern question than any other Power, should 
then act alone, or with Italy, and such of the Balkan States as are interested. 

If it is not found possible to take a strong line with the Kemalists, I submit 
that, in fairness to the Greeks, we should inform the Greek Government 
confidentially without delay that His Majesty’s Government are not in a 
position to intervene further in the Eastern question. This will give them 
the chance of choosing, before their money is quite exhausted, between 
evacuating Asia Minor and leaving the Christian population to its fate, and 
continuing the struggle without hope of support.s 

I have, &c. 
F, O. LINDLEY 


5 Sir E. Crowe minuted on June 2 as follows: “The proposal to adopt naval measures of 
coercion against Kemal involves more difficulties than Mr. Lindley seems to realize. 

‘France will certainly refuse either to participate or to recognize a British blockade. She 
will continue to support Kemal directly or indirectly. Italy will talk ambiguous formulas 
but will undoubtedly act against us. Unless we were prepared to undertake a resumption of 
real war against Turkey—which seems unlikely if only for financial considerations—I see 
little chance of meeting Kemal by coercive measures, unless the League of Nations were 
able to raise such a storm of public opinion as would force France and Italy to participate. 
But this I doubt.’ 


No. 637 


Letter from Sir E. Crowe to the Italian Ambassador 


[E 5314/5/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, May 20, 1922 


Your Excellency :— 

In your verbal communication of the gth instant! in regard to certain 
resolutions reached at the Paris Conference of last March on Eastern affairs, 
Your Excellency stated that the Italian Government were opposed to the 
communication to the Turks of the text of the new draft clause? regarding 
concessions and hoped that His Majesty’s Government would support them 
in this view. 

2. His Majesty’s Government have no record of any decision at Paris to 
reserve this clause for subsequent communication, and the fact that no 
mention was made at Paris of the communication of this particular clause 
to the Turks does not appear to imply any such decision, but on the contrary 
seems to indicate that it should receive the same treatment as the other 
Resolutions. 

3. The French Government informed His Majesty’s Government as 


' Not printed. 2 See No. 566, Annex 1. 
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early as April 4th last that they considered it essential to communicate the 
texts of all the resolutions to the interested Governments, as soon as the latter 
should have accepted the armistice and the main terms of the proposed 
settlement, and His Majesty’s Government tacitly accepted this proposal 
which, according to their understanding, was unanimously accepted at 
Paris. 

4. In the circumstances I fear that it is impossible for His Majesty’s 
Government to give the Italian Government the undertaking you speak of 
without previous consultation with the French Government, into which 
His Majesty’s Ambassador at Paris has now been instructed to enter.‘ 

I have, &c.,5 


3 In a note from the Comte de Saint-Aulaire, French Ambassador in London, to Lord 
Curzon. Not printed. 

4 In Lord Curzon’s despatch No. 1568 of May 24, not printed. 

5 Signature lacking in filed copy. 


No. 638 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received May 23, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 253 Telegraphic [E 5299/5/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, May 22, 1922, 8.30 a.m. 

Your telegram No. 211.! 

Part 1 

1. A recent conversation with my French colleague shows that he is in 

favour of peace at almost any price. He is no doubt influenced by various 

considerations, not the least of which is the hope of restraining Turkey 
from making trouble in Syria and French Moslem dependencies. This hope 
Is, in my opinion, exaggerated but we must expect that, in so far as they are 
guided by advice of their representative here, French government will tend 
to advocate surrender to Kemalists at each successive stage in any coming 
negotiations. Whether French government are prepared to push surrender 
to the point of definite rupture with His Majesty’s Government seems to 
depend largely on developments in European situation, as to effect of which 
you can judge better than I. French here attach exaggerated importance to 
direct contact with Mustapha Kemal. If they cannot get it in any other way, 
we must be prepared for them once more engaging in separate action at 
Angora, where they are already sending French officer ostensibly represent- 
ing French High Commissioner in Syria. 

2. Italians have one clear objective which is to secure economic ad- 
vantages in future in Turkey. They only waver as to best means of achieving 
this. Recent conversations with my Italian colleague lead me to hope for 
his .. .2 in immediate future in carrying out any policy which His 
Majesty’s Government may firmly adopt. He is anxious to antagonise 
Angora as little as possible, but he has been very amenable to my views 


' No. 634. 2 The text is here uncertain. 
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since incident of Turko-Italian treaty.3 It is, however, impossible to count 
on Italian solidarity with us over any long period. Kemalist representative in 
Italy is even now doing his utmost to win Italians back to support of Angora. 

3. Italian High Commissioner informed me yesterday that he had received 
communication of latest French proposal which he does not understand. 
He is definitely opposed to Angora proposal‘ for a preliminary meeting at 
Ismid between nationalists and the three allied powers. If preliminary 
conference at Ismid between all the parties is to develop into conference as 
contemplated originally, he is equally opposed to it on the ground that 
nationalists have not accepted bodily peace conditions. He has telegraphed 
to his government in the above sense. He told me categorically four days 
ago, i.e. since despatch of my telegram No. 239,5 that he considered a further 
exchange of notes with Angora unprofitable and that both parties should 
be called upon to accept Paris peace proposals—that is, take it or leave it. 

4. While there are continuous symptoms of opposition to Mustapha Kemal 
at Angora, he appears to retain his ascendancy. He and his supporters are 
more intractable than ever as regards national pact. They are also, in my 
opinion, as deeply committed as ever to Bolshevism, although there are 
occasional minor quarrels with Moscow and although Moscow is not yet in 
a position to dictate Angora policy. In this connection please see my 
despatch No. 446.6 Negative result of Genoa conference’? will only strengthen 
relations between Angora and Moscow unless and until Kemalists are 
persuaded that His Majesty’s Government are making separate arrange- 
ments with Bolsheviks behind their backs. 

5. Attitude of His Majesty’s Government regarding atrocities reported 
by Americans from Kharput is already stiffening Kemalists in their hostility 
to Great Britain. Every effort is being made by Kemalists to represent 
Great Britain as being one sided and using atrocities as pretext to embroil 
situation. I have received document which purports to contain instructions 
to Kemalist representative as to reply to proposal for commission of enquiry. 
Whether genuine or not, it represents pretty accurately present frame of 
mind of Kemalists. Please see summary in my immediately following 
telegram.® Kemalist representative himself appears of late to have grown 
more uncompromising in his general attitude. 

6. Constantinople government or at any rate Grand Vizier and Minister 
for Foreign Affairs, with whom I am most in contact, are jealous of growing 
pretensions of Angora to be regarded as sole government of Turkey and 
view with anxiety increasing tendency of Europe to recognise that pre- 
tension for practical purposes. Please see my despatch No. 394.9 

They are still too impotent to divorce their own foreign policy from that 
of Kemalists but they dislike idea of conference in any shape which would 
enable Angora to impose its pretensions still further. When I mentioned my 
objections to Ismid to Izzet Pasha recently, he endorsed them with alacrity. 


3 See No. 626. 4 See No. 603. Ss Of May 7, not printed. 
6 Of May 16, not printed. 7 See No. 533, n. 2. 
8 No. 254 of May 22, not printed. 9 Of April 26, not printed. 
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7. Viewing situation in the light of above considerations, I entertain little 
or no hope of bringing Kemalists to accept Paris conference proposals by 
any diplomatic procedure. Only objects, which we can hope to secure in 
that case, are in order of importance: 

(A) To avoid immediate rupture with France and, 

(B) To postpone inevitable rupture with Kemalists and to prevent it 
from occurring in manner which will enable them and our allies to throw 
responsibility on His Majesty’s Government. 

With these aims in mind and in view of potential danger to Mesopotamia, 
etc., of Kemalist army and of effect on agitation in India if blame for rupture 
is attributed to His Majesty’s Government—though I agree that Pans 
conference plan is only real solid basis in which to stand—it may seem to you 
expedient to adopt alternative procedure. 

8. New French proposals for meeting in warship at Ismid, to which 
Constantinople and Athens governments would be invited, is certainly 
preferable to Angora proposal for meeting on shore from which, whatever 
French may say, it was certainly intention of Angora to exclude both 
Constantinople and Greeks. But, even as modified, I still see gravest objec- 
tions to new proposal for following reasons. 

(A) We should have waived our declared right to select place of meeting 
and have appearance of going to Ismid at the dictation of Mustapha Kemal 
and our prestige would suffer accordingly both now and for purpose of 
future negotiations, 

(B) It would be difficult to refuse claim of French High Commissioner, 
if put forward, to preside over the conference in French warship and he 
would tend to abuse the position of president at every turn to weigh scales 
in favour of Angora. 

(C) Unless we had clear understanding with French beforehand on the 
line to be taken by respective delegates, open rupture with French, which 
we wish to avoid, would occur in worst possible conditions, i.e., in the 
presence of adversary and in place to which he had induced us to go. Italian 
High Commission generally shares my misgivings as to conference on 4 
French warship. 

End of part 1. 


No. 639 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received May 23, 8.30 a.m.) 
No. 253 Telegraphic [E 5299/5/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, May 23, 1922, I a.m. 
Part 2 
Following is continuation of my telegram No. 253.! Begins :— 
9. I doubt, moreover, whether Mustapha Kemal would come on board 
warship, and, if he did not, any advantage expected to result from his pet 


* No. 638. 
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sonal attendance would disappear. Constantinople and Athens govern- 
ments would probably agree, but neither would like the idea. Constantinople 
delegates could not live ashore and would be altogether in ambiguous 
position. Greeks might object to warship on special ground of its being 
French. In my opinion nobody concerned except French would really like 
new French proposal, but everyone would be relieved to see His Majesty’s 
Government bear onus of refusing it. 

10. On the other hand I fear it is too late to exclude possibility of inter- 
mediate stage not contemplated when Paris decisions were taken. Accep- 
tance in French draft of first reply to Angora? of wording ‘special point’ 
prejudiced our whole position as regards securing bodily Paris decisions 
before conferring with Turks and Greeks. But, if preliminary meeting be 
held and wherever it be held, its exact nature needs careful consideration 
and its first and main object should be to clear away the cloud resulting 
from use of expression ‘special point’ and to endeavour to secure acceptance 
by all parties of Paris proposals with modifications of detail only as basis of 
further negotiations. 

11. If you consent to such preliminary meeting, I suggest with a view to 
obviating as far as possible objections formulated in sub-paragraphs of 
paragraph 8 above, that it be proposed to convene it at some place in im- 
mediate neighbourhood of Constantinople e.g. Beicos and that proposal to 
this effect be based on your draft rejoinder to Angora with necessary modifi- 
cations. It might in connection with preliminary meeting almost be 
necessary to waive stage of formal assent to armistice (please see paragraph 
5 of your telegram No. 152 to Paris3), since correspondence up to date seems 
to indicate impossibility of securing Kemal’s assent to armistice without 
some promise as to immediate evacuation and, after recent revelations, 
evacuation without real guarantees for minorities is unthinkable even on an 
impossible hypothesis of Greeks now agreeing to it. 

12. It would also have to be made quite clear that acceptance by all 
three, i.e. Constantinople, Angora and Athens, was essential condition of 
meeting; and, as between allies themselves, that they spontaneously stand 
loyally by Paris proposals in their main line of resistance to any attempt to 
secure alternative thereof in essential particulars on pretext of discussion 
of special points and discouragement of (? any) attempt by Turks to obtain 
evacuation of Asia Minor before agreement had been reached on body of 
conditions. 

13. If French cannot be brought to accept this, I would as last resort, in 
order to avoid rupture, overcome my strong objection to their new Ismid 
proposal, though I would prefer Italian to French warship as I should have 
more confidence in presidency of my Italian colleague. Conditions in pre- 
ceding paragraph should also be insisted on. Acceptance in last resort of 
Ismid proposal should, I think, also be accompanied by clear statement of 
disadvantages, which His Majesty’s Government themselves see in it even 
though they defer to French wishes, 

2 See Nos, 593 and 594. 3 No. 609. 
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14. I repeat that I expect little or no concrete result from preliminary 
meeting whether held at Ismid or Beicos. What I have in view, is attainment 
of objective indicated in paragraph 7. Your Lordship is the best judge of 
what action should be taken, if and when breaking point is reached with 
French or Kemalists. Please note that antepenultimate paragraph of your 
despatch No. 1405 to Paris* foreshadows possibility of independent British 
action. I trust that in this grave eventuality any separate action, so far as it 
concerns Turks, will aim at using Constantinople government as counterpoise 
to Kemalists. 

15. Atrocities question has introduced new factor into situation. I would 
recommend handling this separately from question of peace negotiations as 
long as it is possible to do so. 

16. I think that in shaping present procedure vis-a-vis Turks we should 
not be influenced by movement of resistance at Smyrna’ and political 
changes in Greece,® though they will be material factors in determining 
ultimate course of events. If Kemalists prove obdurate, Greek government 
will presumably consider themselves absolved from their engagement to 
place themselves in our hands.7 


4 No. 627. S See No. 618. 

6 No. 634, n. 12. 

7 Lord Curzon minuted on May 25: ‘We have reached a very difficult point. All Sir H. 
Rumbold’s instincts and arguments are against an Ismid [or] Beicos Conference—as are 
mine, and yet he ends by tentatively proposing it in a halfhearted fashion, thinking in some 
way to shift the responsibility for failure from our shoulders. 

‘My view of the case is that we should decline to be shuffled or squeezed or shouldered out 
of the Paris agreement letter by the tactics of Angora or the disloyalty of M. Poincaré. 

‘Either the Paris Agreement is worth something (as representing the belated but still 
published and formal [? consensus] of the Powers) or it had better be cancelled [and] the 
blame placed upon the right shoulders. 

‘Really everything turns on the attitude of Italy. M[arquis} Garroni is entirely against 
Ismid and in favour of adhering to the Paris proposals. 

‘But we can get nothing out of S[ignor] Martino or S[ignor] Schanzer. Their hearts are 
panting with loyalty to Great Britain and the Paris agreement. But they have not so far 
lifted a little finger to demonstrate the former or to implement the latter. 

‘My view is that we should first assure ourselves of the Italian attitude. If they are prepared 
to support us, we can then proceed with some confidence. If they are not, we shall have to 
tell them that their vacillation will become manifest when the papers are published—as will 
be inevitable, when the breakdown occurs. 

‘In either case we ought I think to put quite clearly to the French the situation to which 
their policy is driving us, namely the abandonment of the Paris agreement, the responsibility 
for which will be theirs and we should ask them to define with precision what is their 
present position about (a) armistice (b) evacuation (c) terms, and what is M. Poincaré’s ground 
for saying that thanks to direct contact (at Ismid) between the different parties the formal 
acceptance of both Greeks and Turks of the Paris propositions, which the exchange of notes 
is not likely to bring about, will without doubt be obtained. If owing to his influence with 
Angora M. Poincaré were able to assure us that this would be the result I would risk a 
conference at Ismid or Beicos or anywhere else. 

‘But when we know, as we do, that M. Poincaré is secretly promising the Turks his 
assistance and telling them that the Paris terms will never be enforced, and when we collate 
this knowledge with the proposal to hold the meeting on a French ship with a French 
Chairman,—we can have little doubt in our own minds, as Sir H. Rumbold and M[arquis] 
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Garroni also very clearly see, that what M. Poincaré is really after is a rupture, the respon- 
sibility for which can be laid upon us. 

‘Therefore before we fall into that trap, I would make one more effort (a) to make 
certain of the Italians (b) to commit the French to the Paris terms, or at least to ascertain 
what they are now after. I may add, as an explanation to Lord Balfour, that the reference to 
an alternative or independent action on our part, which Sir H. Rumbold did not under- 
stand, meant the idea which I put forward in a note a little while ago and on which Mr. 
Leeper wrote a very valuable minute of appealing from the disloyalty of France and the 
timidity of Italy to a conference of the signatories of the original Treaty of Sévres to assist 
us in arriving at a solution. We should there obtain the backing of Japan, Roumania and 
Yugo-Slavia. We might even obtain some material assistance. In any case we should, I 
expect, establish the isolation of France. 

‘But this is merely the suggestion of an alternative course of action if we fail now. I only 
note upon this file because it reached me while I was still functioning as Sec[retar]y of 
State. [See No. 643, n. 1 below.] But if Lord Balfour would prefer any other course of 
action, I need hardly add that I will willingly acquiesce.’ 


No. 640 


Letter from Mr. Oliphant to the French Ambassador 
[E 5119/19/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, May 25, 1922 
Your Excellency, 

I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of Your Excellency’s note 
of the 17th instant,’ and have noted with pleasure that the French Govern- 
ment are prepared to co-operate with His Majesty’s Government in regard 
to the proposed despatch of a commission of enquiry to investigate atrocities 
alleged to have been committed by the Turks in Anatolia. 

2. As regards the proposal contained in the second part of your note that a 
similar commission should be sent at the same time to investigate the 
atrocities which are alleged to have been committed by the Greeks in the 
Smyrna zone, I have the honour to inform you that His Majesty’s Ambas- 
sadors in Paris, Rome and Washington were instructed on the 18th instant? 
to make a similar proposal to the Governments to which they are accredited 
and to suggest that the French, Italian and United States representatives in 
Athens should be instructed to join with their British colleague in requesting 
the Greek Government to assent to the despatch of officers to regions in 
Greek occupation also. 


' Not printed. 

2 In telegram No. 186 to Paris, (No. 146 to Rome, and No. 183 to Washington) which 
ran: “There seems to us to be a real danger that Turkish deportations and outrages in 
Eastern Anatolia and action being taken upon them may lead to retaliations in territory in 
Greek occupation either at once or when evacuation begins. 

“To avoid any such danger and in order that governments may be in possession of accurate 
information as to what is passing on both sides you should urge government to which you 
are accredited to instruct their representative at Athens to join with their British colleague 
in requesting Greek government to assent to despatch of officers also to regions in Greek 
occupation.’ | 
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g. You will therefore observe that His Majesty’s Government fully share 
the views of the French Government in this matter. 
I have, &c., 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 


No. 641 


Letter from Mr. Oliphant to the Secretary of the Admiralty 


[E 5120/5/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, May 25, 1922 


Sir, 

In reply to your secret letter M. 0530 of the 17th instant,! relative to the 
future of the Dardanelles and the Bosphorus, I am directed by the Marquess 
Curzon of Kedleston to state, for the information of the Lords Commi- 
sioners of the Admiralty, that Admiral de Robeck’s criticisms of the reso- 
lution regarding the Straits zone adopted at the allied conference at Paris 
last March have been carefully considered. 

2. In the opinion of the Secretary of State, the fears entertained by the 
Commander in Chief for the freedom of the Straits will prove greatly 
exaggerated if the inspecting officers attached to the allied garrison carry out 
adequately the duties assigned to them. 

3. It would appear that Sir J. de Robeck has failed to notice the provision 
under which it is intended that a warship of each of the three allied powers 
shall be maintained in the Straits. 

4. I am also to remind Their Lordships that the proposals which were 
elaborated at Paris had the support of the allied military representatives. 

I am, &c., 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 


t Not printed. This communicated to the Foreign Office a copy of the Admiralty’s reply 
of May 17 to Admiral de Robeck’s despatch of April 13 (Med. No. 875/250/123), not 
printed, approving his views generally and in particular his statement ‘that it is important 
for the Allies to hold both sides of the Dardenelles’. Cf. No. 538. 


No. 642 


Record by Sir E. Crowe of a conversation with M. Venizelos' 
[E 5425/5/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, May 25, 1922 


I had a long conversation yesterday with M. Venizelos, who had asked 
me to receive him for the purpose. He began by assuring me that he main- 
tained his intention of not returning to politics in Greece. When I rather 
smiled at this profession, and suggested that events might prove too strong 
for him and that the moment would come, perhaps not long hence, when 


1 M. Venizelos had arrived in London on May 23. 
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his country would want him, he shook his head and said ‘no,’ he was getting 
on in years, and if he were not firmly determined to stand aside, he would 
actually now be in Smyrna. But he must leave the conduct of affairs to 
younger men. He retained, however, the greatest anxiety on the subject of 
the fate, and in fact the lives, of the unfortunate Greek population in Asia 
Minor, and the way he envisaged the problem of their safety made it im- 
possible to speak on this subject without touching upon political issues. He 
begged me to understand that that was his only excuse for wishing to speak 
to me about the tragic situation rapidly developing in Anatolia. He said he 
accepted the position that Greece’s old Allies were not able to take active 
measures in that area. He did not wish in any way to criticise the fact that 
neither French, nor British, nor Italian military or financial assistance could 
any longer be expected. He fully understood the reasons which made this 
inevitable now, and he wished to waste no words about it. But he ventured 
to doubt whether the Allied Governments fully realised what at present they 
were up against. His information was that the prospect[s] of Angora accepting 
the Allied conditions of peace were extremely slender. Of course if these 
conditions were accepted, he desired to say nothing more, except that he 
hoped any arrangements which the Allies would make for the protection of 
Greek subjects in any part of what remained of the Turkish Empire would 
really prove effective. He had his doubts. But he started from the assump- 
tion that peace would not be concluded, unless indeed the Allies were 
definitely to capitulate, and agree to Mustapha Kemal’s terms, which, as 
we knew, were the integral fulfilment of the conditions of the National Pact. 

He foresaw indeed the time when, after vainly struggling to avoid such 
a complete capitulation, and the admission that Turkey had won the war 
and not the Allies, the latter might feel compelled, however much they 
might deplore it, and however deeply they might feel the humiliation of it, 
to retire from the field and let Angora have its way. He believed that not 
only in France, but in England, the opinion was widely held that it must 
come to this, and it might as well be done at once. But what he felt quite 
sure of was that those who held such opinions did not in the least realise 
what consequences were involved in such an event. 

M. Venizelos said one thing was at present clear: the Greek army must 
retire from Smyrna. It was no use discussing the matter any further. They 
must go. What would follow? There was nothing that could stop Mustapha 
Kemal, after occupying Smyrna, from turning against the Allies. He would 
by that time have his head swelled more than ever. In such circumstances he 
would probably be a match for the French in Syria, and throw them into 
the sea. He would undoubtedly then go for Constantinople, and close the 
Dardanelles. All military and naval authorities would agree that the latter 
process would be quite simple for him: he need only throw a few mines into 
the channel, and unless the Allies held the Asiatic side of the Straits in force, 
it was quite impossible to prevent their being closed in this manner. The 
Turks would concentrate on Ismid, and the Allies would have to evacuate 
Constantinople, even if they had not done it before. Turkish rule would be 
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definitely re-established over the Straits, with all that this is [ste] implied. 
Did we for a moment believe that, having so reconstituted the Turkish 
Empire, Mustapha Kemal would hesitate to pursue actively the problem of 
the reconquest of the Arab countries, and engage in every kind of hostile 
action against us in the East? 

I asked M. Venizelos, when he had finished painting this gloomy picture 
of the situation, whether he had anything in his own mind in the way of a 
suggestion of how such a menace could be met, or at least palliated. He 
said he could think of only one thing, as in his view the succession of events 
which he had sketched followed necessarily from the withdrawal of the Greeks 
from Anatolia. The situation would be changed if something could be put 
in the place of the Greek army in Smyrna that would prevent Mustapha 
Kemal from having his hands free to move either against the French, against 
the Dardanelles, or against the Allies in Constantinople. He did not wish 
to be over-confident, but he thought there was a means of doing something, 
and that something was, not merely justified, but urgently called for, in the 
mere interests of humanity, from the point of view of saving the Allies or the 
Christian populations in Western Anatolia. He thought that if the districts 
still inhabited by those Christian groups extending from the Smyrna vilayet 
to the Ismid district, were patrolled and guarded by local organisations 
formed for the defence of hearth and home against outrages, and for prevent- 
ing high-handed interference of any Turkish authorities, this would make it 
impossible for Kemal either to penetrate into these districts with his army, 
or to leave them aside whilst undertaking enterprises across the water. M. 
Venizelos considered that it would not be difficult to set up such an organi- 
sation. When the Greek army left, there would be plenty of officers and men 
originally drawn from those districts, who, as a matter of course, would 
remain if some security [were] offered to them. The one thing, however, which 
neither they nor the Greek Government could supply was money, and it 
was here that he asked for earnest consideration of the question whether the 
Allies would not be serving their best interests and protect their States 
against the Turks by the expenditure of sums which would be certainly quite 
small, if divided amongst them, and if we gave assistance to the Greeks in 
taking their share of such a financial arrangement. He said the organisation 
might well take the form of a local gendarmerie or corps of guards, who, if 
properly armed and led, would compose a formidable barrier against 
Turkish aggression. He begged me to bear in mind that all this proposal 
rested on the hypothesis of our not obtaining from Mustapha Kemal the 
assent to our conditions of peace, and he repeated that, if the Allies either 
did nothing or formally capitulated to Kemal, some such measures as 
advocated seemed to constitute the only possibility of saving the freedom of 
the Dardanelles. 

M. Venizelos now turned to the question of the commissions of enquiry 
which the Allies intended to send both into Turkish territory and into the 
territory occupied by the Greeks.?, He entirely approved of the plan, but he 

2 See Nos. 628 and 633. 
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desired to call attention to certain features of it which he thought might not 
otherwise be considered with sufficient care. To his mind there were two 
dangers to be guarded against: one was that comparisons might be made 
between two states of conditions and events differing entirely from each 
other fundamentally. It would in his opinion be not merely useless, but 
entirely unjust, to set up a comparison between what may have happened 
on an actual battlefield or in the theatre of war whilst hostile operations on 
both sides were being conducted over it, with atrocities committed within 
territory which was for the time under the peaceful administration of their 
respective Governments. It would be quite fair to compare the conduct of 
Turkish and Greek troops before, during and after a battle in their advance 
through enemy country, or in the course of a retirement before a pursuing 
enemy. He ventured to think, however, that nothing was to be gained by 
such an enquiry, and he felt convinced that, if he were to appeal to the 
experience of British and French commanders in the French theatre of war, 
they would agree that such enquiries would inevitably reveal certain 
incidents on either side which might or might not look, at first sight, very 
horrible, and perhaps without being approved, would yet be admitted to 
stand outside the proper scope of any such enquiry as was now contemplated 
in regard to Turkey. It was quite a different matter to enquire on the one 
hand into what happened to the Greek or the Christian population in 
districts of the countries where no hostilities had taken place, and which were 
under the normal peace administration of the Turks, and on the other hand 
what happened to Turks residing in territory occupied by the Greeks and 
administered through civilian organisation, such as Macedonia, Thrace, 
or at present the Smyrna district, etc. M. Venizelos ventured to think that 
if any enquiry on the latter point were to be made, the Greek administration 
would receive the warmest praise from any impartial observer. He was well 
informed of the conditions of the Smyrna district, and he said they undoubtedly 
reflected the greatest credit on the Greek administration. He hoped that the 
distinction which he had drawn between the two kinds of events and con- 
ditions should be carefully observed by the commissions of enquiry which 
the Allies proposed to send. 

The second difficulty which M. Venizelos envisaged was the difficulty 
of measuring the importance and the seriousness of events under conditions 
prevailing on the Greek side according to the same standard as would be 
applied on the other side. If two entirely separate commissions, with 
practically no communication between them, made separate investigations, 
it would be very difficult to ensure such identity of standard. It would, 
for instance, be possible that the very extent of Turkish atrocities might lead 
to certain minor events connected with them to be looked upon with less 
severity than minor events of exactly the same kind would be regarded in 
another place where these minor events constituted the sole outrages that 
were encountered. He thought that one way to avoid this difficulty was 
that there should be only one commission, under one supreme head, who 
would then divide this commission into two sub-commissions, to go to the 
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Turkish and Greek sides respectively. The investigations would certainly 
take a little time, and this would allow of the exchange of a certain number 
of officers from one sub-commission to the other, so that each sub-commission 
should have direct and first-hand knowledge of what was actually being 
seen by the other. Finally, it would be the head Commissioner who would 
make the report, on receiving the evidence submitted by the two sub- 
commissions. In this way only M. Venizelos thought could real impartiality 
be ensured. 

These were the main objects for which M. Venizelos came to see me. I 
would, however, like to record two stray remarks which he made in the 
course of our conversation. One was that all his information tended to show 
that what the French were pursuing in the East was not so much a pro- 
Turkish policy, as an anti-British policy. The second remark which I found 
interesting, was that King Constantine could not possibly survive the return 
of the Smyrna army to Greece. So soon as this event, which, as I have 
already explained, he regards as now inevitable at once, King Constantine 
will have to go.3 


3 Lord Curzon minuted on May 25: ‘Monsieur Venizelos’s anxieties as to the fate 
of the Greek populations of Asia Minor are well founded, and I entirely share them. He is 
also probably correct in his estimate of the proceedings of a victorious Kemal, when the 
Grecks have disappeared. 

‘I would have made a much better provision for the Christian minorities in Smyrna and 
elsewhere (vide my note [No. 496] of suggestions submitted to the French and Italians 
before the Paris meeting) had it not been for the steely opposition of Monsieur Poincaré, 
and the complete indifference of Signor Schanzer. 

‘But Monsieur Venizelos’s suggestion that the situation can be saved and the safety of the 
minorities secured by the arming of local organizations in the area between Ismid and 
Smyrna (to be financed by Europe) is in my view quite illusory. That the Allies will finance 
the attempt is doubtful. That the bands so organized would be able to stand against the 
armies of Kemal (with all the resources of modern warfare) and to hold the wide area from 
Ismid to the Mediterranean is quite out of the question. 

‘How then are we to secure the threefold end 


(a) save the minorities, 
(6) prevent Kemal from marching to the Dardanelles and again blocking the Straits, 
(c) save Constantinople from a similar attack? 


I suggest that it can only be done through the intervention at the right moment of the 
League of Nations. In the Paris agreement we decided to ask the League of Nations to 
assume responsibility for the protection of minorities in Anatolia, with a special machinery 
(inspection—officers and so on) for the purpose. 

“When this request reaches them, I suggest that they should reply that it is inadequate; 
that they cannot assume the responsibility without more substantial safeguards; that the 
complete and immediate evacuation of Smyrna and the surrounding regions is out of the 
question; that an interim régime must certainly be set up, whether it be on the lines of the 
Saar, or the Lebanon, or some other analogy; that this régime must last for a period, say, of 
five years; that the Allied Powers or the principal nations represented in the League must 
keep them [sic]to do it; that a League Commission must be responsible for these areas during 
that period: and that the reserved area, whether it extend as far east as Ismid or not (I doubt 
the possibility of this) shall at least include the Sanjak of Chanak so as to escape the danger 
of the seizure by Kemal of the Asiatic shore of the Dardanelles. 

‘As regards the latter question, I am in some difficulty. 
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‘At the Paris meeting the French and Italians, and notably the former, would have given 
back both shores to the Turks. It was only by an absolute refusal to continue negotiations 
on that basis [see No. 564] that I saved the European shore and Gallipoli. More I 
could not do. 

‘The military authorities and even Marshal Foch’s committee were of opinion that by 
these means (an Inter-allied garrison at Gallipoli, complete demilitarisation of both sides of 
the Straits including the whole Sanjak of Chanak, visits of inspecting officers, and presence 
(as provided for in the original treaty of Sévres) of an allied ship or ships in the Marmora or 
off the Dardanelles) we could assure the safety and integrity of the Straits, and maritime 
access to Constantinople. 

“The Admiralty and Admiral de Robeck take a different view. They declare that unless 
we hold the Chanak positions also, the Straits will be lost. [See No. 641, n. 1.] Monsieur 
Venizelos evidently shares this opinion. Between these authorities I cannot decide, though 
I think there is force in the more pessimistic presumption. Anyhow it is desirable to guard 
against the danger of a triumphant Kemalist advance to Chanak and hence the scheme 
which I have adumbrated in this note. 

“It is not perhaps a question of practical politics at this moment. But I desire to suggest 
it to Lord Balfour [see No. 643, n. 1, below] as worthy of being borne in mind. 

‘As regards Monsieur Venizelos’s suggestions for co-ordinating and effecting some kind of 
equality of treatment between the two atrocities enquiries his observations appear to me to 
be theoretically sound. The difficulty in giving practical effect to them is mainly geographical. 
The two commissions will be or may be separated by hundreds of miles of inaccessible 
territory. One party may be at Karatepe (Smyrna region), a second down in the South, 
a third in the remote East at Kharput or Sivas. The interchange of officers may prove to 
be difficult or even impracticable. If there is to be a single Chief Commissioner, from what 
nation is he to be drawn? Impartiality cannot be expected from a Frenchman or an Italian. 
Both, or at least the French, are too deeply committed to Angora. The Americans are 
either suspicious and disloyal, like Admiral Bristol, or frightened by publicity. It might be 
possible to make the two sub-commissions report to the High Commissioners at Con- 
stantinople or to select someone of the Doctor Nansen type to act as liaison between the 
two sub-commissions. To decide upon this requires more local knowledge than I possess.’ 


No. 643 


Letter from Mr. Oliphant to the Secretary to the Army Council 


[E 5254/5/44] 
LONDON, May 31, 1922 
Sir:— 

I am directed by the Earl of Balfour! to acknowledge the receipt of your 
letter No. 0152/6014 (M.I. 2) of May 2oth.? on the subject of the exercise 
by the allied generals in Constantinople of supervision over the proposed 
Greek evacuation of Smyrna. 

2. It is intended shortly to address the French and Italian governments 
regarding the omission from the French text of the Paris resolution respecting 
evacuation, of any mention of the allied generals as the supervising body,? 
and it is hoped to obtain from them a declaration that it is clearly understood 
that they are to be the allied organization referred to in the French text, 


' The Earl of Balfour had taken temporary charge of the Foreign Office during Lord 
Curzon’s illness, from May 25 to August 10. 


2 Not printed. 3 See No. 570, n. 2. 
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the absence of any specific reference to them being merely due to a desire to 
spare the susceptibilities of the Angora Government. 

3. As regards the proposal that the allied commander in chief, Constanti- 
nople, should, for the purposes of supervision of evacuation, receive orders 
direct from the Council of Ambassadors in Paris, I am to transmit, for the 
information of the Army Council, the enclosed copy of a despatch on the 
subject addressed to His Majesty’s Ambassador at Paris* which embodies 
the views of this office. 

Iam, &c., 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 


4 Despatch No. 1672 of May 31. This ran: ‘... 2. The intention of this proposal is 
clearly that allied supervision of evacuation should be under the control of Marshal Foch’s 
Inter-Allied Military Committee and that for this purpose the Council of Ambassadors, to 
which the committee is subordinate, should act as the channel of communication. I should 
have no objection to the military committee accepting and exercising this authority were it 
possible to eliminate the intermediate responsibility of the Council of Ambassadors, but we 
have always endeavoured to avoid burdening the council with the various complicated 
problems arising out of the Turkish settlement, a policy which I am sure you will approve 
and desire to be maintained. The present War Office proposal would, therefore, create a 
very undesirable precedent. 

“3g. Before replying to the War Office, I should be glad to learn your views on the general 
question and more particularly as to whether it would be possible for the allied generals in 
Constantinople directly to communicate with, consult, and receive orders from the Inter- 
Allied Military Committee, without in any way involving the Council of Ambassadors in 
the Turkish settlement.’ 


No. 644 


The Earl of Balfour to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 230 Telegraphic [E 5647/19/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, June 5, 1922, 6.30 p.m. 


My telegram to Sir A. Geddes No. 202 of to-day.! 

France, Italy and United States having now agreed to appointment of 
commissions,? we must proceed without delay to selection of officers. American 
Government suggest that two commissions should present one joint and 
comprehensive report. Such procedure would be facilitated by arranging 
for interchanges of officers between the two commissions in the course of 
the respective investigation. This would help to ensure impartial application 


' Not printed. 

2 See Nos. 628, 633, and 640. The French Government agreed to the commission on 
May 17 (See No. 640), the Italian Government on May 109, as reported in Rome telegram 
No. 186 of May 19, not printed. The American acceptance was communicated in a note of 
June 3 from the Secretary of State to Sir A. Geddes (printed in F.R.U.S. 1922, vol., ii, 
pp. 927-8). In his telegram No. 256 of the same date (not printed) Sir A. Geddes, referring 
to this note, stated: ‘... Secretary of State agrees to designate ‘“‘an officer or officers” to 
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of identic standards of judgement, and comparison of like with like.3 It 
would for instance be obviously misleading to compare excesses which may 
occur in the heat of battle, pursuit or retreat, with deliberate and systematic 
measures of oppression and extermination taken by governing authorities in 
territories not in the actual theatre of hostilities. Persecution away from 
front in Anatolia would be comparable to any similar outrages in territories 
with a Turkish population under Greek administration, such as Thessaly, 
Thrace or Smyrna since its regular occupation by Greece. 

I should be glad to receive at your earliest convenience your recommen- 
dations as to selection of British personnel of the two commissions, the 
method of their appointment and the notification to be made to Angora 
and Athens, together with such observations as after consultation with your 
three colleagues you may desire to submit generally. 

Please repeat this telegram to Athens together with your reply. 


3 This suggestion had originally been made in a telegram (No. 195 of May 26) from 
Lord Balfour to Sir A. Geddes. This telegram concluded: ‘... It would be better that 
the United States government, if they are going to accept the invitation addressed to them, 
should adopt this proposal as their own and put it forward as a rider to or condition of their 
acceptance. Endeavour to arrange this... .’ 


No. 645 


The Earl of Balfour to Lord Hardinge (Paris) 
No. 1720 [E 5039/5/44)*" 
FOREIGN OFFICE, June 7, 1922 
My Lord, 

I have to request you to communicate the enclosed memorandum to 
M. Poincaré in reply to his note of the 15th May, forwarded in your despatch 
No. 1177 of the 15th May.? 

Iam, &c. 
BALFOUR 


' The draft and the confidential print are filed under reference E 5299/5/44. 
2 Not printed. See No. 630. 


ENCLOosuRE IN No. 141 
Memorandum 


His Majesty’s Government have devoted considerable time to a most 
careful examination of the proposal contained in the French Government’s 
note of the 15th May, and sincerely regret that they are unable to accept it. 
M. Poincaré’s arguments have not prevailed against their previously stated 
objections to deferring to the demand of the Angora Government. 

2. It cannot be disputed that the proposed conference at or off Ismid 
constitutes a radical departure in favour of the Turks from the plan agreed 
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upon at the Paris Conference,; violating both the letter and the spirit of the 
Allied offer. 

The French Government will agree that this offer involved three separate 
and distinct stages: (a) conclusion of an armistice; (6) unequivocal accept- 
ance of the body of the peace conditions, of which the evacuation of Smyrna 
formed an essential part; and (c) the meeting in conference of delegates 
representing Great Britain, France and Italy as well as Greece, the Sultan 
and Angora, to discuss those conditions, with the view of reducing them to 
treaty form, such discussion permitting possible modifications of special 
points of detail but no concession of principle. The present position is that 
the Greek Government have accepted the armistice* but not the conditions, 
while the Turkish Governments of Constantinople and Angora have accepted 
nothing, but have returned evasive, if not defiant, answers,5 clearly calculated 
to frustrate a settlement on the terms proposed and to create delay. ‘The 
essential conditions of the conference contemplated by the Paris scheme remain 
thus unfulfilled, and the preliminary conference demanded by Angora, and now 
advocated by the French Government, would therefore involve the practical 
rejection of a plan which, after protracted and most difficult negotiations, the 
three Allied Governments had adopted by adefinite and unanimous agreement. 

3. The French Government therefore, aware as they must be that His 
Majesty’s Government regard the Paris Agreement as definite and binding 
on the Allies, will readily understand that His Majesty’s Government are 
not a little astonished at what appears at first sight to be a readiness on the 
part of the French Government to accept the breach of that agreement 
implied in the Angora proposal.é 

3 See No. 568, Annex 1. 4 See No. 571. 5 See Nos. 590, 603, 614. 

6 This paragraph was originally communicated to Lord Hardinge in the following form: 
“The apparent alacrity with which M. Poincaré, at the bidding of the Angora Government, 
is prepared to abandon that agreement, which His Majesty’s Government on their part had 
looked upon as definite, has caused them the most painful surprise.’ The version finally 
approved was that suggested in a private letter of June 8 from Lord Hardinge to the Earl 
of Balfour, which ran: ‘My object in writing today is to draw your attention to certain 
passages in a memorandum which I am instructed in your despatch No. 1720 of yesterday’s 
date to communicate to M. Poincaré in reply to his note of May 15. The wording of some of 
it strikes me as unnecessarily provocative and therefore not likely to be productive of good. 
Paragraph 3 strikes me in particular as being objectionable and I enclose herewith for your 
consideration a modification which I would suggest should be substituted. I have also 
suggested a slight modification of para. 7. It can serve no useful purpose to put Poincaré’s 
back up. He is difficult enough to deal with as it is, and he is extraordinarily sensitive to any 
reproaches from us. I feel sure that you will agree with me. I shall not carry out my 
instructions until I hear further from you.’ To this letter the Earl of Balfour replied (tele- 
gram No. 199 of June 9): ‘Both amendments forwarded in your private letter of 8th June 
are approved. 

‘Further in paragraph 5 sentence 2 after words ‘‘an end which” omit words “‘cannot be 
successfully accomplished” and substitute words ‘‘is likely now to prove exceedingly difficult 
of accomplishment unless the measures contemplated under the Paris scheme are materially 
strengthened, and which in any case cannot be attained unless”’ etc. 

“Note should now be sent to French Government at once.’ The note, as reported in Paris 
despatch No. 1385 of June 10, not printed, was communicated by Lord Hardinge to M. 
Poincaré on June 10. 
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4. His Mayjesty’s Government are quite unable to share M. Poincaré’s 
optimistic conviction that direct contact at Ismid would result in the accept- 
ance of the Allied offer by all three parties concerned, nor can they assent 
to the view that a refusal to agree to a preliminary conference, which 1s 
much more likely to furnish the occasion for obstructive discussion than to 
promote international agreement, can render the Allied Governments in any 
way whatever responsible for the Turkish rejection of those terms and the con- 
sequent breakdown of the efforts towards peace. If the Paris offer is refused 
either by the Greek or the Turkish Governments, the responsibility rests 
entirely with them. 

5. To uphold the Paris scheme seems to His Majesty’s Government of 
supreme importance. Nothing has occurred since that scheme was agreed 
upon to alter the situation, unless it be the deliberate attempt to exterminate 
the Greek population in Asia Minor recently brought to light by impartial 
witnesses. This disastrous policy renders it more than ever necessary to 
insist effectively on the protection of racial and religious minorities—an end 
which 1s likely now to prove exceedingly difficult of accomplishment unless 
the measures contemplated under the Paris scheme are materially strength- 
ened, and which in any case cannot be attained unless the Allies act in the 
face of Turkish, and perhaps of Greek, opposition with evident unanimity. 
It is, in part at least, because this unanimity has neither made itself felt by 
the belligerents nor been obvious to all the world that the negotiations 
arising out of the Treaty of Sévres have been allowed to drag on till the delay 
has become something of a diplomatic scandal, and all Mahommedan lands 
bordering on the Eastern Mediterranean are kept in a state of permanent 
unrest. His Majesty’s Government are confident that the French Government 
will agree with them in desiring that this unhappy state of things should be 
brought to a speedy close. 

6. As things are at present the immediate alternatives seem reduced to 
two :— 


(2) A further communication to the three Governments of Greece, 
Constantinople and Angora on the lines definitely agreed upon at 
Paris, reiterating the Allied offer and demanding a definite accept- 
ance or refusal of it within a given period; or 

(6) Liquidation of the Paris plan and publication of the entire correspond- 
ence that has passed, on the one hand, between the Allied and the 
three belligerent Governments, and, on the other, between the Allied 
Governments themselves. 


7. His Majesty’s Government earnestly hope that M. Poincaré, recog- 
nising the force of their arguments, will accept the former alternative. 
Should he unfortunately find himself unable? to do so, they feel satisfied 
that public opinion, at least in Great Britain, will absolve them from all 
responsibility for the failure of the plan resulting from the labours of the 
Paris Conference in March last and all the disastrous consequences which 


7 The original wording was: ‘Should he unhappily fail . . .’. 
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such failure must inevitably entail in the hard-tried regions of the Near and 
Middle East, no less than on the Allied nations themselves. 


No. 646 


The Earl of Balfour to Lord Hardinge (Parts) 
No. 1730 [E 5783/5/44] 
Confidential FOREIGN OFFICE, June 8, 1922 
My Lord, 

You will have seen from my despatch No. 1720 of June 7th! that I have 
addressed a further and final appeal to Monsieur Poincaré, urging him to 
abandon the proposal for a conference at Ismid and to agree to the despatch 
of a joint summons to the governments of Athens, Constantinople and Angora 
to return a definite reply to the proposals submitted to them as a result of the 
Paris conference; failing acceptance of this suggestion I indicate as the only 
alternative the definite liquidation of the Paris plan by publication of entire 
correspondence. A copy of my memorandum to Monsieur Poincaré is 
being communicated to the Italian Embassy here for the information of 
Monsieur Schanzer. 

2. If the result of this step is, as appears more than likely, the definite 
abandonment of the Paris scheme, the subsequent policy which I have in 
mind is an early convocation of the more important and especially interested 
signatories of the Treaty of Sévres for purposes of a full discussion of the 
situation and a further search for a solution of the Near Eastern question.? 

3. The above is for your own information only and not for communication 
to the government to which you are accredited. 

4. A similar despatch is being addressed to His Majesty’s Ambassador at 
Rome. 

Iam, &c., 
(For the Earl of Balfour) 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 


' No. 645. 2 See No. 639, n. 7. 


No. 647 . 


Lord Hardinge (Parts) to the Earl of Balfour (Recewed Fune 12) 
No. 1383 [E 5873/5/44] 
PARIS, June 10, 1922 
My Lord, 
I have carefully considered in consultation with my Military Adviser the 
proposal contained in Your Lordship’s despatch No. 1672 of the gist 
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ultimo! to the effect that the allied supervision of the evacuation of Smyrna 
should be entrusted to the Allied Military Committee of Versailles rather 
than to the Conference of Ambassadors, since it is the policy of His Majesty’s 
Government not to employ the existing Conference of Ambassadors to deal 
with any Turkish questions. 

While recognising the force of the arguments which have led Your 
Lordship to make this proposal, I foresee nevertheless certain dangers and 
difficulties in its application. Hitherto the Allied Mulitary Committee of 
Versailles has never taken any decision or issued any instruction on its own 
authority, except on purely technical military questions. It has always 
submitted questions which might have a political aspect either to the Supreme 
Council or to the Conference of Ambassadors for approval. Now if I am 
not mistaken, the evacuation of Smyrna is bound to give rise to innumerable 
political and semi-political questions—in fact it may be said that every 
purely military question will have a political aspect. It is essential therefore 
to decide whether the Allied Military Committee of Versailles is to be given 
additional powers authorising it to decide these political and semi-political 
questions, without consulting the Conference of Ambassadors, as hitherto 
it has always been in the habit of doing. In order to exercise such powers 
effectively and promptly, arrangements would have to be made whereby 
Sir C, Sackville-West would be enabled to correspond direct with the 
Foreign Office and with His Majesty’s High Commissioner at Constantinople, 
and possibly also with the French Government so as to enable him to give 
prompt decisions on such political questions when referred to the Versailles 
Committee. If the French and Italian Governments agree to give their 
representatives on the Versailles Committee similar powers, I see no reason 
why the Versailles Committee should not be capable of doing this work. 
But Your Lordship will realise that a purely military body will thus be 
dealing with political questions, and this may be considered to present 
inherent disadvantages and to constitute an undesirable precedent. 

If on the other hand, to meet this objection, the British Representative on 
the Versailles Committee is compelled to refer to the War Office every 
question which may possibly have a political aspect, I am afraid that con- 
siderable and undesirable delays will be the inevitable result, especially if 
the action of the French and Italian members of the Committee is similarly 
limited. The War Office would presumably refer such questions to Your 
Lordship, who would probably wish to consult the French and Italian Govern- 
ments and a correspondence would thus ensue which would seriously delay 
and confuse the decisions of the Versailles Committee. In such an event it 
would obviously save time and avoid unnecessary correspondence if the 
Allied Governments were to make use of the existing organisation, the 
Conference of Ambassadors, which was instituted with the express purpose 
of affording the Allied Governments a convenient method of exchanging 
views and arriving at decisions on political subjects requiring interallied 
action. The experience which His Majesty’s Government had in the Autumn 

| ™ See No. 643, n. 4. 
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of 1920 when trying to set the Turkish Commission of Control by means of 
direct communication between the four Allied Governments? showed how 
necessary some sort of interallied clearing house is on these occasions. 

The employment of the Conference of Ambassadors 1n the present instance 
need not serve as a precedent. It is generally recognised that when the time 
comes to put the Turkish Treaty into force it is the intention of the Allied 
Governments to set up a special interallied organisation for the purpose. 
As this new organisation is not yet in existence, and as it is not worth while 
creating it merely to deal with the Smyrna evacuation, it may reasonably 
be argued that the Conference of Ambassadors is being used only as a stop- 
gap. 

I have, &c., 
HARDINGE OF PENSHURST 


2 See Vol. XIII, Nos. 128 ff. 


No. 648 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Earl of Balfour (Recetved Fune 20) 


No. 538 [E 6171/5/44] 
YENI-KEUY, June 13, 1922 
My Lord, 

With reference to paragraph 8 of my despatch No. 406 of May 2! relative 
to various questions connected with the future evacuation of Asia Minor by 
the Greeks, I have the honour to state that a somewhat acute question has 
arisen between General Harington and myself on the one hand and the 
French and Italian representatives on the other, regarding the part to be 
played by the Allies in regard to the transfer of the civil administration in the 
territory to be evacuated. 

2. In his letter of April 21,2 which formed one of the enclosures in my 
despatch under reference, General Harington invited the assistance of the 
High Commissioners in studying the question of the re-organisation of the 
civil administration in evacuated territory. The High Commissioners there- 
upon agrecd to nominate their Chief Dragomans to represent them on a 
mixed military and civil Committee to examine into the matter which had 
already been considered at length by the Allied military authorities them- 
selves. The mixed Committee met on May 27. They had unfortunately no 
clear terms of reference to work on, and when they proceeded to discuss the 
question on the basis of the material prepared by the Allied military authori- 
ties, the discussion broke down completely owing to disagreement regarding 
the general nature of the role to be assumed by the Allies in regard to civil 
administration. 

3. General Harington thereupon addressed an identic letter of May 31 
to the three High Commissioners, and he addressed a further letter to me 


1 Not printed. See No. 631. 2 Not printed. 
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individually on June 1. I enclose copies of these letters.2 On receipt of 
them, I suggested a special meeting of the High Commissioners, and the Allied 
Generals, which took place on June g. I laid before the meeting a proposal 
which I hoped would secure agreement and enable the work of the Mixed 
Committee to proceed. I enclose also a copy of my proposal together with 
a copy? of the report of the military sub-Commission of May 6 referred to 
therein as having been approved by the Generals with some small modifi- 
cations on May g. I should explain that I selected this document to serve as 
a basis of discussion out of the various papers prepared in advance by the 
military authorities, as it contained no reference to control of the functioning 
of the civil administration. My general object in drafting my proposal was 
to disarm any suspicion on the part of the French and Italians that the 
British authorities aimed at more than to ensure that the Turkish civil 
administration should be reconstructed in such a manner as to prevent 
administrative chaos or acute disorder from occurring in any part of the 
area to be evacuated, while the military operation as a whole was being 
carried out. 

4. I regret to say that I was unable to secure agreement on my proposal. 
The Italian High Commissioner took the line that the Allies could not 
concern themselves with civil administration even to the extent contemplated 
in the basis of my proposal without saddling themselves sooner or later with 
responsibility. It was quite clear that he wished the Allied authorities to 
have nothing at all to do with the civil consequences of the evacuation. 
The French High Commissioner, though less strenuous, was also on the 
other side, and considered that the sole duty of the Allies should be to super- 
vise the passage of the civil administration from Greek to Turkish control. 
General Harington and I, while agreeing that the Allies were not to assume 
responsibility, and should not meddle with the functioning of the Turkish 
civil authorities once installed, maintained that, under the Paris decision, 
the Allies must see that a proper Turkish civil administration was installed, 
and must further be prepared to take some action in the event of its breaking 
down seriously in any part of the transferred districts before the evacuation as 
a whole was completed. We suggested, for instance, that if massacres or 
acute disorder occurred in any particular district after it had been evacuated, 
it might be necessary to suspend the further progress of the evacuation 
until order had been restored. The French and Italian High Commissioners 
demurred very strongly to anything of this kind, and held that nothing 
whatsoever should be allowed to hold up the evacuation once it began, and 
that, even in the event of acute disorder, it would be a matter not for the 
authorities in charge of the evacuation, but for whatever machinery might 
be created for the protection of minorities. 

5. I have stated the issue as clearly as it is possible to do in a succinct form. 
The question has become extremely confused, but I trust that with the aid 
of this despatch and the enclosures, Your Lordship will be able to reach 
some agreement with the French and Italian Governments. The only 
decision which it was possible to take at the meeting on June 9 was that each 
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High Commissioner should lay the matter before his Government, and 
General Harington agreed to this course on the distinct understanding that 
the High Commissioners should accept responsibility for the delay entailed. 

6. I should add that neither General Harington nor I are committed to the 
details of the scheme set out in the report of the military sub-Commission 
of May 6. I enclose that document merely to give an idea of how the matter 
was approached from the military side. What is now necessary is a sufficient 
agreement on broad principles to enable the mixed Committee to thresh 
out details. 

I have, &c., 
Horace RuMBOLD 


No. 649 


The Earl of Balfour to Lord Hardinge (Paris) 
No. 1785 [E 5713/19/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, June 13, 1922 
My Lord :— 

With reference to your despatch No. 1335 of the 5th instant,' relative 
to the proposed commissions for the investigation of Turkish and Greek 
atrocities in Asia Minor, I request that Your Excellency will inform the 
French Government in reply to Monsieur Poincaré’s note of the 3rd 
instant, that His Majesty’s Government agree to the proposal contained 
therein that the period to be covered by the enquiry should be limited to the 
year immediately preceding the date of appointment of the commissions 
on the supposition that that date is not later than July ist, but that they 
regret that they must maintain their objections to the re-opening of any 
questions already dealt with by previous commissions and that they cannot 
agree to the re-investigation of the excesses which occurred at the time 
of the Greek evacuation of Ismid in June 1921, even if these events should 
prove to fall within the period over which the proposed investigation is to 
extend. 

2. In regard to the sanctions which the French Government propose, 
you should point out that the United States Government have only agreed? 
to participate in the proposed commissions on the explicit condition that 
their purpose is confined to the securing of accurate data for the information 
of the governments concerned and that in the circumstances the question of 
sanctions, if any should eventually prove possible, can only be left over for 
later discussion between the three allied governments when the report of the 
commissions has been received and considered. 

3. You should further inform the French Government, in reply to the 
fourth point raised in their note, that His Majesty’s Government propose 


1 Not printed. This transmitted a copy of M. Poincaré’s note of June 3, not printed. 
2 See No. 644, n. 2. 
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that the appointment of commissioners should be left to the four High 
Commissioners at Constantinople acting in concert, and press them to send 
appropriate instructions to their High Commissioner at Constantinople 
with the least possible delay. 
Iam, &c., 
(in the absence of the Earl of Balfour) 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 


No. 650 


The Earl of Balfour to Sir R. Graham (Rome) 
No. 810 [C 8635/ 8635/22] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, June 14, 1922 
Sir, 

The Italian Ambassador called upon me this afternoon, and informed me 
that there was some possibility of Signor Schanzer visiting London! on his 
way from Copenhagen to Italy, and that if he did so it would be in the hope 
of discussing with the British Government some arrangement by which the 
close co-operation of the two countries in matters of common interest, 
especially in the Eastern Mediterranean, might be secured. 

I expressed myself as anxious to draw closer the bonds of friendship 
between our two countries, and asked him what exactly the Italian Govern- 
ment had in view, adding that the rough draft of an agreement which 
Signor Schanzer had shown to the Prime Minister and the Prime Minister 
in turn had shown to me seemed too vague, as it stood, to be of much practical 
value.? 

He referred at once to the tripartite treaty, and seemed desirous that the 
advantages which this would have conferred upon Italy should be revived. 
He drew a picture of Italian agriculturists and workmen developing the 
resources of the thinly populated regions in South-west Anatolia, which, if 
they could be realised, would doubtless confer a great benefit upon Italy and 
her superabundant population. But beyond generalities he did not go. 


! Signor Schanzer, accompanied by the Marquis Visconti Venosta, held conversations 
in London with the Earl of Balfour on June 26 and 28, with the Prime Minister and the 
Earl of Balfour on June 29, with the Prime Minister on June 30, with the Earl of Balfour 
and Mr. Churchill on July 3, with the Prime Minister on July 6, with the Prime Minister 
and the Earl of Balfour on July 7. The record of these conversations (which it is hoped 
to publish in a later volume) is given in Confidential Print, No. 11988 (C 12744/8635/22). 
They ranged over many subjects: the Coenaculum, the Senussi, Abyssinia, Jubaland, 
Cyrenaica, Egypt, Tangier, Palestine, the Dodecanese, and Turkey. As the Earl of 
Balfour informed Sir R. Graham in his telegram No. 193 of July 14, ‘every effort was made 
to meet Signor Schanzer’s desires’, and ‘the negotiations were only suspended owing to his 
unreasonable attitude on questions such as Tangier and the Dodecanese’. 

2 Qn June 15, in his despatch No. 562, Sir R. Graham transmitted to the Earl of Balfour 
for the Prime Minister, a detailed Italian memorandum which had not been ready before 
Mr. Lloyd George’s departure from Genoa. 
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I told him that, so far as I was aware, we had no national aspirations 
which could in any way clash with those of Italy. What we were most anxious 
for at the moment was to bring peace in the Near East; to preserve the Greek 
population of Smyrna; to secure for it some reasonable Government; and 
endeavour to maintain the international control of the Straits. 

With all these objects he expressed sympathy, incidentally observing, 
however, that the French had already made a separate peace with Kemal,3 
and that Italy had no troops available to carry out any policy which re- 
quired force behind it. 

Speaking generally, our conversation left in my mind the impression that 
what the Italian Government most desired was to find some plausible 
answer to the charge that, so far as the Eastern Mediterranean was concerned, 
Italy had come out of a victorious war in a position less favourable than she 
possessed before the war began. He had apparently, however, no very clear 
ideas as to how this object should be accomplished. 

Iam, &c. 
BALFOUR 


3 The Angora Agreement of October 20, 1921. (See No. 423.) 


No. 651 


The Earl of Balfour to Mr. Lindley (Athens) 
No. 115 Telegraphic [E 5859/5/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, June 15, 1922, 6.20 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 214 (June gth).! 

Confidential. It would be easy to imagine a Graeco- Kemalist arrange- 
ment which would be very disagreeable to us, but which we should be 
powerless to resist.2 I would not therefore, at the moment, encourage separate 
negotiations. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 239. 


1 In this telegram Mr. Lindley had reported as follows: ‘Acting Minister for Foreign 
Affairs informed me this morning in strict confidence that an anti-Kemalist Turk had 
informed Greek High Commissioner at Constantinople that movement was on foot to drive 
Kemalist members of Constantinople government from power and to upset Kemalist 
(? government) at Angora. . . . Turk went on to ask Greek High Commissioner whether 
he could give him any idea what sort of peace terms Greek government would accept from 
a Turkish government resulting from such a movement... .’ Mr. Lindley had gone on to 
suggest that this move had given rise to the press statements, reported in his telegram No. 
212 of June 7 (not printed), that the Greek Government had been carrying on negotiations 
with the Kemalists, statements which the Greek Government had categorically denied. 

2 In his telegram No. 218 of June 16, Mr. Lindley replied: ‘IT do not think that there is 
really any danger of Greco-Kemalist arrangement, for I cannot conceive any Greek govern- 
ment accepting, except as result of military defeat, National Pact, and I see no reason why 
Kemalists should desire to have peace unless they can obtain Pact and pose as victors of 
Great Britain.’ 
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No. 652 


The Earl of Balfour to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 238 Telegraphic [E 5789/19/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, June 15, 1922, 4 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 268 (of June 7th—Commissions for investigations of 
atrocities in Asia Minor).! 

Primary object of investigation is to examine truth of allegation that 
organised destruction of alien population by enforced deportations has been 
planned and executed by Turkish government in Anatolia. This should 
therefore be first business dealt with. If it should be deemed desirable to 
investigate other forms of outrage either in Asia Minor or Thrace this could 
be subsequently undertaken. 

It is essential that conditions for just comparison between Greek and 
Turkish atrocities laid down in my telegram No. 230 (of June 5th)? should 
be observed. This could be done by comparing treatment of minorities by 
Turks in Pontus and in interior of Anatolia away from Greek government 
with treatment of minorities by Greeks in Smyrna non-military zone only. 

No steps have been taken here to approach Angora authorities, see your 
private letter of June 6th to Mr. Oliphant.3 From last two paragraphs of 
your telegram No. 268 (of June 7th) it appeared that three High Commis- 
sioners were preparing notification. I presume American High Commissioner 
is now co-operating and that notification will be ready for despatch to 
Angora as soon as your colleagues receive final instructions to proceed. 

1 This referred to No. 644 and stated: ‘... French High Commissioner appeared to think 
that his government contemplates the appointment of neutral delegates to commissions of 
enquiry. Question was also raised as to whether, in view of reference to districts in European 
Turkey in your telegram under reply, it was the intention of allied governments to des- 
patch commission also to Thrace... .’ 

2 No. 644. 

3 Not printed. In this letter Sir H. Rumbold, referring to Mr. Chamberlain’s answer to 


a Parliamentary question on May 17 (see 154 H.C. Deb. 5 s., col. 355), had asked whether 
the Foreign Office had made a direct approach to the Angora authorities. 


No. 653 


Mr. Lindley (Athens) to the Earl of Balfour (Received June 17, 8.30 a.m.) 
No. 219 Telegraphic [E 6101/27/44) 


ATHENS, June 16, 1922, 2.15 p.m. 
Your telegram No. 114.! 
I handed to Minister for Foreign Affairs this morning note? in the sense of 
1 Of June 14; this ran: ‘Sir H. Rumbold reports that Greek ships of war bombarded 
Samsoun June 7th for alleged purpose of destroying stocks of munitions of war. 
‘Please make strong private representations to Greek government pointing out that 


bombardment, whether technically justified or not, is probably quite useless for the purpose 
[Fortnotes 1 and 2 continued on next page 
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your telegram and also made verbal representations. Minister for Foreign 
Affairs promi[s|ed to bring matter to notice of Council of Ministers at once. 
He said he knew nothing of bombardment of Trebizond which was reported 
in this morning’s papers. 

British Naval Mission knew nothing of it either. In the course of further 
conversation Minister for Foreign Affairs informed me that Greek govern- 
ment had positive information that large quantities of munitions of war 
were reaching Kemalists via Mediterranean port. His Excellency had given 
instructions to call attention of Paris and Rome to this fact with a view to a 
renewed request for right to visit and search. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 
of destroying ammunition, and is at this moment highly impolitic, and likely to increase 
difficulty of getting Angora authorities to accept commission of enquiry in Pontus. It will 
also lend colour to Turkish contention that Pontic district is within zone of active hostilities, 
and give fresh stimulus to persecution of minorities. 

‘His Majesty’s Government earnestly hope that Greek government will prohibit such 


bombardments in future.’ 
2 Of June 15, not printed. 


No. 654 


Mr. Lindley (Athens) to the Earl of Balfour (Received June 17, 8.30 a.m.) 
No. 220 Telegraphic [E 5986/5/ 44] 


ATHENS, June 16, 1922, 10 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 235 to Constantinople.' 

I fear that it will be now very difficult to get Greek government to accept 
Paris proposals without threat of force. They will probably continue to 
say that since Kemalists have not even accepted armistice they are under no 
obligation to reply to peace proposals and that they would merely give 
away their case were they to do so. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


1 Of June 13, not printed. This telegram, repeated to Athens as No. 113, had transmitted 
to Sir H. Rumbold the substance of No. 645. 


No. 655 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Earl of Balfour 
(Received June 17, 10 p.m.) 


No. 280 Telegraphic [E 6110/19/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, june 17, 1922, 5.30 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 238.! 
Only instructions which my French colleague has so far received are to 
the effect that no action should be taken by him pending agreement between 
Paris and London as to our position and scope of commission of enquiry. 


tT No. 652. 
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If [commission] is to be constituted by July 1st it is important that there 
should be no further delay in addressing communication to Angora, on 
lines indicated in my telegram No. 268.7 Until this has been sent, and reply 
received, it will be difficult to make progress. 

I would suggest that French government be urgently requested to send 
definite instructions to French High Commissioner here to join in notification 
to Angora on above mentioned lines. 

Instructions to United States High Commissioner (please see Washington 
telegram No. 264*) are sufficient for this purpose, and Italian High Commis- 
sioner is ready to conform to any course of action agreed upon by French 
and His Majesty’s Government. 


2 See No. 652, n. 1. 


3 On June 20, Lord Balfour in telegram No. 210 instructed Lord Hardinge: ‘. . . Please 
press French government to instruct their High Commissioner at Constantinople. . .’. 

4 Of June 8, not printed. This telegram ran: ‘State Department informed me that their 
High Commissioner at Constantinople has been instructed to co-operate with allied High 


Commissioners in requesting Turkish authorities to extend adequate facilities for investiga- 
tion... .’ 


No. 656 


Lord Hardinge (Paris) to the Earl of Balfour (Received June 19) 


No. 1437 [E 6136/5/44] 
PARIS, June 17, 1922 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to transmit herewith to Your Lordship a copy of a note! 
which I have received to-day from the Ministry for Foreign Affairs, in reply 
to the memorandum? which I was instructed to communicate to the French 
Government, giving the views of His Majesty’s Government as to the meeting 
of a conference for the settlement of Peace Conditions between the Govern- 
ments of Angora, Constantinople and Athens. I am happy to remark that 
this is the first communication which I have received for some time from 
the French Government couched in more diplomatic and friendly terms 
than those notes which I have received during the past few weeks. 

When I saw the Secretary-General for Foreign Affairs this afternoon, I 
asked him what really were the views of the French Government as to the 
best manner of settling this question, with a view to ensuring peace between 
Turkey and Greece. Monsieur Peretti at once replied that the whole question 
appeared to him to be one of form and procedure. The first alternative 
proposed in Lord Curzon’s memorandum took the form of an ultimatum 
which it was practically certain would not be accepted by the three Govern- 
ments, while the second alternative meant failure and publication of failure 
to the world. The French Government believed the terms proposed by the 
conference in Paris to be just and equitable, and that there would in the end 
be no difficulty in imposing them upon the three Governments concerned. 


' Dated June 16, not printed. 2 No. 645. 
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At the present moment no one of the three Governments is willing to accept 
the conditions. Each of them wished to discuss them. At the same time the 
French Government are convinced that all three Governments are keenly 
desirous of peace. Colonel Mougin, who has been sent by General Gouraud 
to Angora to settle certain frontier questions between Turkey and Syria, 
has reported to the French Foreign Office that at Angora they are keenly 
desirous of peace, and that although they may bluff they will not in the end 
be so intractable as might be imagined. The French Government had 
received similar reports from Athens and Constantinople. They are therefore 
of opinion that if a meeting of all three Governments, together with the 
representatives of the three Great Powers, is convened at Ismidt, Constanti- 
nople or anywhere else, it would be practically certain that the conference 
would be crowned with success. The action that the French Government 
meditate is that the three Powers presenting an united front should dictate 
at the conference table the conditions of peace to the representatives of the 
three Governments, stating their conviction that they are both equitable 
and just, and that, while maintaining them as the basis of the treaty to be 
concluded, they are ready to discuss them and to explain their fairness and 
justice. If, after discussion, one of the three Governments concerned should 
refuse to accept the peace conditions, they would then be told by the repre- 
sentatives of the three Great Powers that they would be held responsible 
before Europe and the world for the continuation of the war, and M. Peretti 
expressed his conviction that no one of the three Governments involved 
would dare to undertake such a serious responsibility. In any case, he added, 
if the action of the three Great Powers was to fail under such circumstances, 
it would be no worse than the rejection of the ultimatum by one or other of 
the three interested Governments. 

It appears to me that there is some force in the argument of the French 
Government, and that the mode of procedure that they suggest presents a better 
chance of arriving at a peaceful solution in the Near East than either of the 
two alternatives proposed in the memorandum that I was instructed to 
communicate to the Quai d’Orsay, since it presents an opportunity for 
persuasion and conviction through argument, which after all is the chief use 
of diplomacy. 

I have, &c. 
HARDINGE OF PENSHURST 


3 Sir E. Crowe mmuted on June 21: ‘I wish I could believe in the sincerity of the French 
declarations that they mean to stand by the conditions agreed upon at the Paris conference, 
but I cannot. After all we were assured with equal solemnity that the procedure laid down 
at Paris would be loyally adhered to. France has not hesitated to throw it completely over- 
board at the first sign of displeasure at Angora. 

‘The refusal of Turks and Greeks to answer the question whether they will accept the Paris 
scheme in general is due to their confidence, or rather their knowledge, that neither France 
nor Italy had any intention to stand loyally by the agreement arrived at. 

‘Our secret information leaves little doubt that the object of the present French move is 
to force Great Britain to concede more favourable terms to Turkey, at British expense, 
France being compensated by obtaining special favours from Turkey, financial & railway 
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concessions, monopolies, control of gendarmerie etc., etc. I have little doubt that these 
terms are now actually being negotiated at Angora by the French Colonel Mougin. [See 
No. 667, below.] 

‘My belief is that the immediate object of the French govt. is to delay a settlement, and 
meanwhile to supply Angora with a constant supply of arms & ammunition so that after a 
certain time, no armistice having been concluded, the Turks will have sufficiently strength- 
ened their position to be able to undertake another forward movement against the Greeks. 

“The practical question for us to decide is whether we have it in our power to make any 
successful countermove against this French game. This is where we are in a difficulty. I see 
no way, having regard to our complete helplessness, militarily and navally, and our deter- 
mination to incur no sacrifices of any kind for the purpose of obtaining the desired peace. 

“Unless therefore we are prepared to give up all plans of cooperation with France and 
Italy in the effort to obtain peace in the near East, we cannot very well meet France with a 
simple negative on the present issue. 

‘But if we are to meet her wishes, we should, I think, insist on several conditions 

(1) A formal assurance that the French govt. will in fact uphold the substance of the 
Paris scheme, and not again manifest to the Turks their readiness to separate themselves 
from their allies on this point. 

(2) That the conference be held not at Ismid but at some convenient spot near Con- 
stantinople. 

(3) That until a definite settlement is agreed to by Turkey & Greece, the supply of arms 
ammunition and warlike supplies to either Power is stopped, unless France and 
Greece [? Italy] consent to conform to the rules of international maritime law in allowing 
the Greek Navy to search merchant vessels for contraband. This [last] demand could 
easily be connected, in our reply, with the French criticism of the bombardment of 
Samsoun [see No. 653 n. 1], which can hardly be condemened so long as the French 
& Italian flags are systematically used to shelter the contraband trade in arms with 
Angora.’ 


The Earl of Balfour added (no date given): ‘One difficulty which has become more 
pressing since the early days of the negotiations is this: We have hitherto been taking the 
line that the Paris proposals must be accepted en principe by the Belligerents before the 
conference. It is now suggested that we should be content to get the French and Italians to 
adhere to them in conference. Now both these schemes imply that we are ourselves content 
with the Paris scheme. But are we? Does it not (in the light of recent events) require 
drastic revision? Must we not (a) strengthen (if possible) the general minority scheme; and 
(b) take additional precautions to prevent Turkish misrule in Smyrna?’ 


No. 657 


The Earl of Balfour to Sir M. Cheetham (Paris) 
No. 1872 [E 5842/5/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, June 20, 1922 
Sir:— 

With reference to Lord Hardinge’s despatch No. 1372 of the goth instant,! 
relative to the question of communicating to Turkey the text of the resolution 
regarding concessions adopted at the recent Near Eastern Conference in 
Paris, I transmit, for your information, a copy of the reply? which I have 
returned to the Italian Ambassador on this subject. 

' Not printed. This transmitted a copy of a French Note of June 8, not printed. 


2 This reply, dated June 21, referred to Foreign Office letter of May 20 [No. 637] and 
went on to say: ‘I have the honour to inform Your Excellency that, according to information 
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2. I request that you will inform the French Government that in view of 
the French note enclosed in His Excellency’s despatch under reply, His 
Majesty’s Government agree to the French and Italian view that the text 
of this resolution is not to be communicated to Turkey with the other reso- 
lutions. 

Iam, &c., 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 


which I have now received from His Majesty’s Ambassador in Paris, the French Govern- 
ment agree with the Italian Government in considering it to have been the intention of the 
conference that the text of this article should not be included in the text of the resolutions to 
be communicated to Greece and Turkey. In these circumstances, His Majesty’s Government 
can but agree that no such communication shall be made to Turkey, and I am requesting 
Lord Hardinge to inform the French Government accordingly.’ 


No. 658 


Letter from Mr. Oliphant to the French Ambassador 


[E 5774/15/44) 


FOREIGN OFFICE, June 21, 1922 
Your Excellency, 

On the 18th ultimo you addressed to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston a 
note! showing what the French Government considered to be the final text 
of certain passages in the resolutions adopted by the Near Eastern Confer- 
ence of allied foreign ministers in March last.2 I have now the honour to 
inform Your Excellency that His Majesty’s Government accept the cor- 
rections specified in your note under reply. 

2. You will doubtless have observed a discrepancy between the French 
and British versions of the programme for the evacuation of Asia Minor. 
Immediately after the paragraph regarding the duties of the allied naval 
forces the following five paragraphs which appear in the British version are 
omitted from the French:— 

‘L’ensemble des moyens visés ci-dessus serait 4 prélever sur les forces 
militaires et navales dont les alliés disposent en Orient. Toutefois, un complé- 
ment d’officiers devra sans doute étre fourni par chaque puissance pour 
atteindre le total envisagé comme nécessaire (environ 150). 

La Commission des Généraux alliés de Constantinople semble qualifi¢e 
pour constituer l’organe interallié directeur des évacuations; elle aurait, au 
moment voulu, a transférer son siége 4 Smyrne. 

C’est a elle qu’incomberait dans ce cas l’étude immediate et la préparation 
compléte du programme général ci-dessus visé. 

De méme, la Commission des Amiraux alliés de Constantinople aurait 
a régler les détails de la coopération navale, d’accord avec la Commission 
des Généraux. 

Si les dispositions qui précédent étaient adoptees, il y aurait lieu de le 
notifier pour acceptation aux gouvernements héllenique et ottoman.’ 


! Not printed. 2 See No. 570, n. 2. 
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3. The next paragraph, which appears in both texts, proceeds to refer to 
‘Porgane interallié’ which is to supervise the evacuation. It is assumed that 
these paragraphs were omitted as primarily concerning the allies themselves 
and not the belligerents and with a view as far as possible to spare the 
susceptibilities of the latter. But the reason for the omission is not actually 
given in the British records of the meetings. In any case, as this point is of 
great importance for the successful accomplishment of the evacuation, I 
shall be glad to receive from you an assurance that the French Government 
agree that the ‘organe interallié’ is the committee of allied generals at 
Constantinople acting, where necessary, in concert with the committee of 
allied admirals.3 

I have, &c., 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 
3 Cf. Nos. 643 and 647. 


No. 659 


The Earl of Balfour to Sir R. Graham (Rome) 
No. 170 Telegraphic [E 6302/19/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, Juné 22, 1922, 10 p.m. 


(Anglo-French conversation regarding Turkish settlement.) 

Turkish question was discussed with M. Poincaré June rgth.' As it was 
considered essential that M. Schanzer should be present at any discussion as 
to further action to be taken regarding general Turkish settlement, it was 
decided that M. Poincaré should return to England for inter-allied confer- 
ence at end of July, or beginning of August. 

In view of apparent divergence between French and British information 
as to atrocities in Antolia, it was felt to be essential to hold impartial in- 
vestigation of facts as soon as possible. M. Poincaré hinted that French 
government might insist on terms of reference being carefully drawn so far 
as commission for Kemalist territory is concerned. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 249 and Athens No. 121. 


' M. Poincaré was in London from June 17 to June 19. 


No. 660 


Mr. Lindley (Athens) to the Earl of Balfour (Received June 24, 8.30 a.m.) 
No. 227 Telegraphic [E 6297/27/44] 
ATHENS, June 23, 1922, 5.15 p.m. 
My telegram No. 219.! 
Minister for Foreign Affairs informed me today on behalf of the Greek 


government that no more towns would be bombarded unless military 
considerations made it absolutely necessary. 


' No. 653. 
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Minister for Foreign Affairs then read me answer of Italian minister to 
the note mentioned at the end of my telegram under reference. Italian 
answer Called attention of Greek government to the serious consequences 
which might arise if they exercised right to visit and search. As regards 
French attitude Minister for Foreign Affairs informed me that secretary 
general at Quai d’Orsai had informed Greek chargé d’affaires that the 
French government would not tolerate visit of search. Minister for Foreign 
Affairs declared that situation was intolerable. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


No. 661 


Mr. Lindley (Athens) to the Earl of Balfour (Received July 3) 


No. 321 [E 6602/5 /44] 
ATHENS, June 23, 1922 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to report that the Minister for Foreign Affairs asked 
me today whether I could tell him what the result of the conversation with 
Monsieur Poincaré in London! had been. There were two reports in the Press, 
one that it had been determined that something should be done as regards 
the Eastern Question and another to the effect that serious discussion had 
been postponed. He trusted the latter was not true as it was impossible for 
the Greek Government to continue in uncertainty. I had just received 
Your Lordship’s telegram No. 121 of the 22nd instant,? and told Monsieur 
Baltazzi that the absence of the Italian Minister for Foreign Affairs from 
London had made it impossible to go into the matter at all fully, but that 
it would be taken up later. 

In my telegram No. 218 of the 16th instant,? I expressed the opinion that 
there was no real danger of the Greek Government’s coming to terms with 
the Kemalists. I adhere to this view but it must not be understood as mean- 
ing that the Greek Government will be willing to wait indefinitely on the 
Powers before doing anything. Monsieur Sterghiades and the new Com- 
mander-in-Chief in Asia Minor are both strongly in favour of evacuation 
and I have observed in the last few days a certain change in the Press attitude 
towards this possibility. Up to now I have not believed that the Govern- 
ment would have the courage to face the public storm which evacuation 
would rouse. I do not feel able to give any assurance on this head for the 
future, and it would not now surprise me were the Government to declare 
that they could no longer stand the strain of protecting the Christian popv- 
lation of Asia Minor and that they must evacuate and throw the respons: 
bility on the Powers who had failed to put into force the Treaty they had 
signed at Sévres. 

How such action on the part of the Greek Government would affect the 
policy of His Majesty’s Government I do not know, but it would presumably 


t See No. 659, n. 1. 2 No. 659. 3 See No. 651, n. 2. 
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entail either the withdrawal of the British garrison from Constantinople or 
its reinforcement. The former alternative would effect economy and would 
please the French, one of whose principal objects is to get us out of that Capital 
by hook or by crook. But it would probably be followed by the occupation 
of the evacuated city by the Greek Troops advancing from the Chachaldja 
Lines. It is difficult to judge of the effects of such an occupation. The 
second alternative, reinforcement, would be costly, and ‘prima facie’, the 
money would be better spent and would go further in supporting the Greeks. 
I have &c., 
F. O. LINDLEY 


No. 662 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Earl of Balfour 
(Received Fune 24, 9.45 p.m.) 
No. 283 Telegraphic [E 6311/27/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, June 24, 1922, 5.20 p.m. 

My telegram No. 270.! 

I have received advance copy of note? from Minister for Foreign Affairs 
at Angora which nationalist agent here has been directed to communicate 
to all allied and neutral heads of missions here and to nationalist repre- 
sentatives at Paris and Rome. 

Note, after describing manner in which Greek men-of-war after recent 
bombardment of Samsun, returned to Constantinople for munitions of war 
and stores, re-entered the Black Sea and after sinking several Turkish craft 
once more returned to Constantinople, protests against use of this port by 
Greek fleet as naval base in spite of neutrality proclaimed in May last year 
and of the fact that Constantinople is in inter-allied military occupation under 
command of a British general. 

Note recalls definite statements made by powers in note of March 26th 
last* proposing solution of Turco-Greek conflict of absolute impartiality and 
neutrality, latter indeed serving as basis for threat of reprobation of civilised 
world if either belligerent rejected proposed conditions. 

Note recalls similar protest of September last year against search effected 
off Samsun by British destroyer on Turkish sailing vessels in spite of official 
communiqué of Supreme Council of August roth® announcing determination 
of the powers to preserve strict neutrality between the two belligerents and 
in spite of Mr. Lloyd George’s affirmation in the House of Commons of 


t Of June 9, not printed. This reported the bombardment of Samsun. (See No. 653, 
n. I.) 

2 Not printed. A copy of this Note, dated June 22, was transmitted to the Foreign Office 
in Sir H. Rumbold’s despatch No. 581 of June 27, not printed. 

3 See No. 167. 4 See No. 568, n. 6, and No. 574. ‘5S See No. 383. 

6 No. 345, n. 4. . : 
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August 16th’ to the effect that Great Britain was giving no support to either 
side in conflict. 

Note complains that it was immediately after neutrality proclamation 
of May last year that Greek .. .2 made use of Constantinople as naval base 
for its operations in the Black Sea and observes that in short space of one 
year Turkish nation has thus been compelled, on many occasions, to 
witness “great difference’ between words and deeds of allied governments. 

After reference to unfortunate impression in minds not only of Turks but 
all Moslems and prejudice to prospects of peace caused by above proceedings, 
note concludes with formal protest against these systematic violations of 
most solemn engagements and denounces to public opinion attempts af 
Greek government to provoke fresh complications calculated to make peace 
impossible. 

Repeated to Athens No. 65. 


7 See No. 359, n. 7. 8 The text is here uncertain. 


No. 663 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Earl of Balfour 
(Recewed Fune 25, 9 a.m.) 


No. 286 Telegraphic [E 6314/27/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, June 24, 1922, 7 p.m. 


Protest contained in my telegram of today! summarising note from Angora 
government respecting bombardment of Samsun,? will probably reopen 
question of tightening-up neutrality of Constantinople by the removal of 
all Greek warships from port, closing of Greek military mission, etc. 

French and Italian High Commissioners will certainly recommend this 
course to their governments. 

It is incontestable that Constantinople serves as naval base to Greek fleet 
in spite of inter-allied occupation and neutrality proclamation of last year. 
Latter of course merely specified territorial boundaries of neutral zone and 
its provisions did not touch on maritime question. I have always regretted 
that decision, ultimately taken last year, not to extend neutrality procla- 
mation to its logical conclusion,‘ though perhaps advisable at the time in 
view of moral depression which such action would have had at the moment 
of important Greek offensive, was not reconsidered at later and more oppor- 
tune moment. 

Present situation in fact places Powers in illogical and vulnerable position 
and should be reviewed if new Near Eastern conference is held at end of 


July. 


t No. 662. 2 See No. 653, n. 1. 
3 See Nos. 128, 139, and 167. * Cf. Nos. 176, 194 and 202. 
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I should like to draw Your Lordship’s attention to specific attack on Great 
Britain, contained in communication from Angora government which would 
seem to be coming more and more out into the open in this respect (please 
see my telegram No. 283).! Statement in Angora protest regarding action 
of British destroyer is a travesty of facts (please see my despatch No. 852 
of 1921).5 


5 No. 383. 


No. 664 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Earl of Balfour (Received July 3) 
No. 573 [E 6567/5/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, June 26, 1922 
My Lord, 

I paid a visit to the Minister for Foreign Affairs on the 2oth instant. 

2. Izzet Pasha again! asked what the position was with regard to the Near 
East settlement. He said that nothing seemed to have happened to mark 
any progress. I replied that the Nationalists were principally to blame for 
the delay of which his Highness complained, and I added that the last notes? 
from the Constantinople and Angora Governments were still under discus- 
sion between the three allied Powers. A fresh element in the situation since 
the conference at Paris was the revelation of wholesale deportations, &c., 
being carried on even at the present moment by the Kemalist authorities. 
These proceedings made it all the more imperative that the most effective 
guarantees possible should be obtained for the protection of the Christian 
minorities in Asia Minor. 

3. Izzet Pasha agreed that there must be effective safeguards for these 
minorities, and suggested that mixed commissions should be constituted 
for a definite period after the conclusion of the Treaty of Peace, which would 
satisfy themselves on the spot that the minorities were being properly treated. 
Finally, Izzet Pasha said that he was to see the Sultan on the 22nd instant, 
and would be glad to know what he could tell His Majesty about the proposal 
made by Angora for a preliminary meeting at Ismid. Beyond stating that 
I had reason to believe that His Majesty’s Government was opposed to such 
a meeting, from which it anticipated no useful results, I said that I could 
add nothing to what I had told his Highness at the beginning of our inter- 
view. 

4. It 1s clear to me that the Constantinople Government is very much 
concerned at the mere idea of a meeting between representatives of the 


1 As reported in Constantinople despatch No. 537 of June 13, not printed, Izzet had made 
a similar enquiry on June 12. 
2 See Nos. 603 and 614. 
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Allied Governments and the Nationalists, from which the Central Goverm- 
ment would be excluded. 
I have, &c. 
HoracE RuUMBOLD 


No. 665 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Earl of Balfour (Recetved Fuly 3 


No. 574 [E 6568/19/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, June 26, 1922 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of Your Lordship’s despatch 
No. 571 of the 7th instant! instructing me to use my discretion in commuunicat- 
ing such portions of Sir Harry Lamb’s despatch No. 85 of May 16th2 as I 
may think suitable to the Angora Representative in reply to Yussuf Kemal's 
protest of April goth.3 

2. I find some difficulty in carrying out Your Lordship’s instructions and 
this for the following reasons. In the first place I confess to some doubt as to 
the advantage of addressing Hamid Bey separately on the subject of an 
identic communication. In the second place it would be very inadvisable 
to say anything based on paragraphs 10 and 114 of Sir Harry Lamb's 
despatch. The rest of that despatch boils down to an examination of three 
particular allegations, in communicating the results of which to the Kemalists 
independently of the French and Italians we should have the appear[a]nce 
of making out a case for the Greeks in anticipation of the joint enquiry. 

3. Finally I do not feel that we know enough of the events in the Sokia 
district to be sure that Sir Harry Lamb’s charge of inconsistency can be 
sustained. 

4. I would therefore venture to suggest for Your Lordship’s consideration 
that I should be authorised to reply in conjunction with my colleagues to 
Yussuf Kemal’s protest to the effect that the allegations contained in that 


t Not printed. 

2 This despatch, in which Sir H. Lamb transmitted to Sir H. Rumbold his observations 
on Yussuf Kemal’s protest (see n. 3, below), ran: ‘... 2. As your Excellency is aware, nothing 
is more difficult than to verify statements of this nature by any means short of a personal 
enquiry made by oneself or a trustworthy European agent on the spot. 

‘3. I think, however, that it may safely be said that the statements contained in the present 
memorandum of Yussuf Kemal Bey are inaccurate and exaggerated, though there can be 
no doubt that a considerable number of Turkish villages have been burned and many 
villagers killed in the course both of the regular military operations and of the pursuit of 
bands. Whether or not there has always been sufficient justification for such destruction is 
a matter on which it is impossible to express a definite opinion with the scanty information 
in our possession... .’ 

3 See No. 624. 

4 In these paragraphs Sir H. Lamb reported his belief that the Armenians had promised 
support to the Greek National Defence Committee and had formed Civic Guards on the 
lines of those formed by Greeks in the occupied areas. 
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protest have been noted and will be brought to the notice of the Commission 
of Enquiry which it is intended to despatch to the territories in Anatolia 
occupied by the Greeks. This course would have the additional advantage 
of making it more difficult for the Angora Government to refuse permission 
for a Commission of Enquiry to proceed to Anatolia.5 
I have, &c., 
Horace RuMBOLD 


5 In his despatch No. 695 of July 7, not printed, the Earl of Balfour approved the action 
proposed. 


No. 666 


Mr. Lindley (Athens) to the Earl of Balfour (Received June 28, 8.30 a.m.) 
No. 229 Telegraphic [E 6419/5/44] 
Immediate ATHENS, June 27, 1922, 5 p.m. 


Sir H. Rumbold’s telegram No. ?357.! 

Greek government appear to me much distressed by protest of His Majesty’s 
Government regarding Samssoun,? by attitude of France and Italy respecting 
visit, and search recorded in my telegram No. 227,3 and by failure to bring 
settlement nearer during stay of Monsieur Poincaré in London.‘ These events 
seem to have strengthened conviction of Greek government that they cannot 
carry on any longer alone, and also to offer them an opportunity of throwing 
on the powers the responsibility of evacuation in. . .5 thus mitigating 
public indignation in Greece. 

Monsieur Sterghiades and the Commander-in-Chief arrive today from 
Smyrna, and I do not doubt that they are coming to discuss evacuation 
which both favour. 

In these circumstances answer which His Majesty’s Government returned 
[stc] to Kemalists may have important effect on all decisions pending here. 
If His Majesty’s Government desire immediate evacuation a conciliatory 
answer to Kemalists would probably go far to secure it. If His Mayjesty’s 
Government fear the effect of immediate evacuation a sharp answer and 
references to policy of extermination pursued by Kemalists and to activities 
of Maltese deportees might put some heart into Greek government. I hope 
to see Sterghiades and to learn from him what is decided. But I can give 
him no advice of any kind without engaging responsibility of His Majesty’s 
Government to some extent. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


1 The reference is presumably to Sir H. Rumbold’s telegram No. 283 (No. 662). 


2 See No. 653. 3 No. 660. 4 See No. 659, n. 1. 
S The text is here uncertain. 
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No. 667 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Earl of Balfour (Received July 3, 
No. 580 [E 6572/5/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, June 27, 1922 
My Lord, 

I have now received a copy of the Yeni Gyun of Angora of June 11, con- 
taining the text of an interview between a representative of that paper and 
Colonel Mougin,' telegraphic summaries of which had already appeared 
in the press here. The interview would appear to have taken place on June 
9 or 10, very shortly after Colonel Mougin’s arrival in Angora, ostensibly as 
representative of the French High Commissioner in Syria for certain pur- 
poses arising out of the Franklin-Bouillon agreement.? 

2. After paying a personal tribute to Younous Nadi Bey, Editor of the 
Yeni Gyun, whom he described as an intimate friend, Colonel Mougin 
said that he had seen a great deal of the Turks and that what impressed him 
most about them was their sincerity. He anticipated a constant strengthening 
of the relations between French and Turks, which had already been put on 
a firm footing by the Franco-Kemalist agreement. 

3. Questioned regarding the attitude of the French nation towards 
Anatolia, and the impressions formed on his journey, Colonel Mougin 
replied as follows :— 

‘As to opinion in France regarding Turkey, there is a great desire on the 
part of the French nation to see peace re-established in the whole world as 
well as in Europe, and to see all questions peacefully determined. At the 
same time there is no doubt whatsoever that peace will be arrived at in 
the East, having regard to the just and straightforward line followed by 
the Angora Government. In France too peace is desired on the condition of 
taking into account Turkey’s national aspirations. France in particular has 
suffered so many misfortunes during the war, that the French, knowing 
what affliction is, have no wish even to see others afflicted.’ 

4. This was followed by some further compliments, after which Colonel 
Mougin explained that his mission was to follow up various questions 
connected with the application of the Franklin-Bouillon agreement. He 

t In his despatch No. 511 of June 6, Sir H. Rumbold had reported as follows: ‘The 
French High Commissioner recently called on me and said that I had no doubt heard 
of the forthcoming despatch to Angora of Colonel Mougin in connection with the execution 
of certain provisions of the Franco-Kemalist Agreement of last autumn. I replied that I was 
aware that Colonel Mougin had just passed through Constantinople on his way to Beirout. 

‘2. General Pellé said that he had impressed on Colonel Mougin the necessity of not 
going outside the scope of his mission, which consisted of settling certain details relating to 
the frontier between Syria and Turkey, and of coming to an agreement with regard to the 
customs régime which was to prevail between the two territories in question. Should the 
Kemalist authorities wish to broach other subjects, Colonel Mougin was to reply that he 
was not authorised to discuss these subjects, but would refer for instructions. General Pelé 
added that it would be useful for the French to receive first-hand reports of what was going 
on at Angora... .’ 

2 No. 423, n. 2. 
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expressed confidence that a continuance of the attitude hitherto observed by 
the Angora Government would ensure a successful issue to those questions. 
He had come to see a country which was an old friend, and with which 
France had had the happiness of coming to an understanding, and to see 
old friends in that country. 
I have, &c., 
Horace RuMBoLpD 


No. 668 


The Earl of Balfour to Lord Hardinge (Paris) and Sir R. Graham (Rome) 


No. 1973" [LE 6171 [5/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, June 28, 1922 
Sir, 

With reference to my despatch No. 669/1488? of May 17th, I transmit to 
Your Excellency the accompanying copy of a despatch from His Majesty’s 
High Commissioner at Constantinople? regarding the part to be played by 
the allies with reference to the transfer of the civil administration in those 
portions of western Asia Minor which are to be evacuated by the Greeks, 
if and when the Paris Conference proposals are carried out. 

2. In my above-mentioned despatch, I concurred in the views previously 
put forward by Sir H. Rumbold‘ as to the undesirability in principle that 
responsibility should be assumed by the allies for the establishment of any 
future form of administration in the area to be evacuated, and it was sug- 
gested that the allied representatives responsible for the supervision and 
transfer of the Greek administration to that of Angora or Constantinople 
should merely be present at the meeting of the Greek and Turkish repre- 
sentatives at which the procedure of transfer would be agreed upon between 
the belligerents and should then endorse that procedure. Their responsibility 
would go no further. As will be seen from the enclosure in this despatch both 
General Sir C. Harington and Sir H. Rumbold are now agreed in considering 
that the allied military authorities responsible for the evacuation should 
ensure that the Turkish civil administration should be reconstructed in 
such a manner as to prevent administrative chaos or acute disorder from 
occurring in any part of the area while the military operation as a whole is 
being carried out. They do not wish the allies to remain responsible or to 
interfere with the functioning of the Turkish civil authorities once installed, 
but they feel that the Paris Conference decision intended that the allies should 
see that a proper Turkish civil administration was established and should 
be prepared to take some action in the event of its breaking down before 
the evacuation as a whole was completed. Unfortunately both the French 
and Italian High Commissioners take a different view. 

3. While it is clear from the last two paragraphs of the resolution regarding 
the allied supervision of evacuation passed by the conference on March 23rd 


1 No. 1973 to Paris; No. 864 to Rome. 2 No. 631. 3 No. 648. 
4 See No. 631. 
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(see annex 3 to the minutes, a copy of which is enclosed)5 that the allies were 
not to accept any responsibility for the maintenance of order from the 
moment of evacuation or for the direct control of the civil administration, 
it seems equally clear from the third paragraph, sub-head (1) of the same 
resolution that the programme of allied supervision of the evacuation was to 
comprise the preliminary re-organisation of the civil administration of the 
country and the forces of local security. Such re-organisation would appear 
to entail some responsibility for the appointment of the new administration 
and for ensuring that it worked, at any rate up to the time that the evacua- 
tion was completed. 

4. In spite of the fact therefore that the proposals now put forward by 
His Majesty’s High Commissioner and General Sir C. Harington are at 
variance with the views expressed in my above-mentioned despatch, I have 
felt it necessary to reconsider the latter in the light of the arguments put 
forward by Sir H. Rumbold. The attitude which General Harington and 
he have adopted seems in fact to be so entirely in the spirit of the Pan 
resolution as a whole and allied responsibility for liquidating the situation» 
the Smyrna area seems so clearly involved before the world that I fed 
justified in pressing their views upon the French and Italian Government. 

5. I shall be glad if you will make a communication as soon as possible to 
the French/Italian Government in this sense, explaining frankly why mV 
views have changed as a result of the further consideration of this question 2 
Constantinople. You should at the same time urge them to instruct ther 
representatives there to accept the proposals put forward by the Britsh 
representatives. ® 

Iam, &c., 
[BALFouR] 

5 No. 562, Annex 3. 

6 In his despatch, No. 1555 of July 3, Lord Hardinge replied: ‘I beg leave to state that 
unless Your Lordship is of a contrary opinion, I do not propose to carry out the instructios 
contained in your above mentioned despatch until there is a definite prospect of the Pats 
Conference proposals being carried out.’ 


No. 669 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Earl of Balfour 
(Received Fune 30, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 289 Telegraphic [E 6499/5/44] 


Very confidential CONSTANTINOPLE, June 29, 1922, 5.55 p-™ 
Athens telegram No. 214.! 

Greek High Commissioner informed me to-day of a visit he had received 

from an ex-minister representing himself as a member of anti-Kemalst 


' See No. 651, n. 1. 
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association here. This person said that he and his associates were afraid 
that if Mustapha Kemal came here they would either be exiled or even 
executed. The Sultan shared these fears. This (personage) suggested 
conclusion ofa peace between Sultan and Greece. In order to attain this object 
it would be necessary to get rid of present Constantinople government. His 
informant further stated that if the Sultan were assured that Greek govern- 
ment was ready to make peace with him he would get rid of Constantinople 
present government which was Kemalist in complexion. The new govern- 
ment would be willing to make peace with Greece on following basis :— 
(A) Formation of an autonomous state under suzerainty of Sultan in 
Asia Minor whose boundaries would be those laid down in article 66 of 
treaty of Sevres. The governor to be Christian but not a Greek. 
(B) Frontier in Thrace as defined in (?Paris) proposals of March last.? 
Should Greeks require better terms Constantinople government would be 
ready to discuss these and would abide by all decisions of British government. 
Greek High Commissioner had asked his informant how Constantinople 
government could impose acceptance of this arrangement on Angora. His 
informant replied that anti-Kemalists had already undermined Mustapha 
Kemal’s position and that as soon as bulk of Mustapha Kemal’s officers 
saw Sultan had come to an arrangement with Greece they would desert 
Mustapha Kemal. At present Nationalist army saw no end to the war. 
Greek High Commissioner asked for my opinion on above. I replied that 
opposition here did not count for much and that it was always trying by one 
means or another to upset present government, I was convinced that Sultan 
had not entertained intention (?attributed) to him and I consider that it 
would be unwise to attach importance to declarations of this ex-minister. 
Repeated to Athens No. 66. 


2 See No. 568, Annex 1, para xv. 


No. 670 


The Earl of Balfour to Mr. Lindley (Athens) 
No. 125 Telegraphic [E 6419/5/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, June 29, 1922, 10 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 229 (of June 27th. Possibility of Greek evacuation 
of Asia Minor).! 

Kemalist note is apparently addressed to all the allies and His Majesty’s 
Government do not contemplate sending any separate reply. At the same 
time we are opposed to letting question of Greek retention of Constanti- 
nople as a naval base be raised, pending proposed allied conversations in 
London towards the end of July, when the whole Near Eastern question will 
again come under review. My representations regarding Samsun bombard- 
ment were private and friendly and actuated solely by doubts as to wisdom 
of such action in the interests of the minorities and the general settlement. 

' No. 666. 
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While therefore we cannot take responsibility for advising Greek govern- 
ment on question of evacuation or retirement to shorter line, you should do 
what you can to reassure M. Sterghiades that our attitude towards Greece 
has not changed. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 258. 


No. 671 


The Earl of Balfour to Sir M. Cheetham (Paris) 
No. 1995 [E 6320/5/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, June 29, 1922 
Sir :— 

With reference to Lord Hardinge’s despatch No. 1383 June roth, I 
transmit the accompanying copy of a correspondence with the War Office? 
regarding the allied supervision of the Greek evacuation of Western Asia 
Minor. 

2. I assume that the Army Council are incorrect in supposing that the 
Commander in Chief, Constantinople, would deal direct with the confer- 
ence, since, according to the precedents of the execution of the Treaty of 
Versailles, the Versailles Military Committee would constitute the proper 
channel for General Sir C. Harington’s communications to the conference 
but I shall be glad of your views on this point. 

Iam, &c., 
[For the Secretary of State] 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 


' No. 647. 
2 This letter, 0145/1144 (M.I. 2) of June 17, from the War Office to the Foreign Office, 
referred to No. 631 and continued: ‘. .. 4. I am to say that General Harington has never 


advocated the Allied Governments accepting the responsibility for the functioning of the 
Civil Administration; but he has always considered it essential, and in this view the Army 
Council concur, that the Allied Governments should be responsible for plans to ensure that 
the Civil officials are appointed, and in position to function when the Greek troops with- 
draw. General Harington has further urged, and here again he has the full concurrence of 
the Army Council as well as that of his allied military colleagues, that the rate of the 
military evacuation is dependent on the establishment of efficient machinery for carrying 
out Civil Administration, and furthermore that one directing organ should control, on 
behalf of the Allies, all the strings in this difficult problem. The Army Council are strongly 
of opinion that the only organ in existence on the spot that is capable of controlling all the 
strings is the Allied Directing Committee of Generals. It was understood that it had been 
decided in Paris that this Directing Committee should control the whole operation, and the 
Army Council have recommended that it should take its orders direct from the Council of 
Ambassadors through the Allied Military Committee of Versailles, so as to save time. But 
it would appear that the High Commissioners wish to upset this highly satisfactory arrange- 
ment... .’ 

3 Lord Hardinge replied, in despatch No. 1560 of July 6: ‘. . . lagree with Your Lordship 
in considering that the Commander in Chief of Constantinople should communicate on 
this subject with the Allied Military Committee of Versailles and not direct with the Con- 
ference of Ambassadors.’ 
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No. 672 


The Earl of Balfour to Sir M. Cheetham (Parts) 
No. 216 Telegraphic: by bag [E 6327/19/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, June 30, 1922, 4.30 p.m. 


Your despatch No. 1483 (of June 25th. Commissions of Enquiry).? 

Please inform French government that His Majesty’s Government agree 
to date of June 3rd, 1921 and to the Greek Commission of Enquiry taking 
account in its general report of the unpublished results of the second Ismid 
enquiry at the end of June last year.2, His Majesty’s Government feel that 
whatever may eventually be decided by the Allies with regard to sanctions, 
the publicity to be given to the Commissions’ reports should have a useful 
deterrent effect as regards the future and may assist the Allies in considering 
the safeguards for the protection of minorities to be provided in the eventual 
settlement. 

You should add that His Majesty’s Government assume that the French 
High Commissioner at Constantinople and the French Minister at Athens 
will now be instructed to join their Allies and Associated colleagues in 
formally inviting the Angora and Greek governments to receive the Com- 
missions. 3 

Repeated to Constantinople, No. 259, Athens No. 126 and Rome 
No. 179 in D. 

' Not printed. This communicated a copy of M. Poincaré’s Note of June 24 to Lord 
Hardinge (not printed). This note was a reply to Lord Hardinge’s Note of June 15, which 
was based on the Earl of Balfour’s despatch of June 13 (No. 649). 

2 See Nos. 267, 283, 289. 

3 In a note of July 8 to Lord Hardinge, a copy of which was enclosed in Lord Hardinge’s 
despatch No. 1591 of July 9, not printed, M. Poincare stated: ‘. . . J’ai l’honneur de vous 
faire savoir que le Gouvernement francais est heureux d’étre en complet accord sur tous 
ces points avec le Gouvernement britannique. Dés que les Hauts-Commissaires alliés a 
Constantinople se seront concertés sur la composition des commissions d’enquéte et que 
les membres en seront désignés, le Haut-Commissaire frangais 4 Constantinople et le Ministre 
de France a Athénes recevront !’ordre de se joindre 4 leurs collégues alliés et associé pour 
notifier au Gouvernement auprés duquel ils sont accrédités la constitution de ces com- 
missions et la tache qui leur est assignée.’ 


No. 673 


The Earl of Balfour to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 


No. 261! [E 6407/19/44) 


FOREIGN OFFICE, June 30, 1922 

My tel[egram] No. 260 (Commissions of Enquiry into Atrocities) .? 
Further French note of June 26th to H.M. Ambassador at Paris? suggests 
that, as state of war still exists between Turkey and the Allies, it may 


! The draft only of this telegram is preserved in the Foreign Office archives. 
2 Of June 30, not printed. 3 Not printed. 
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enable Commissions to do more helpful work, if they are composed of 
neutral delegates or representatives of the International Red Cross. 

Please let me have your observations as soon as possible.‘ 

4 Mr. Henderson, Counsellor at the Embassy at Constantinople and acting High Com- 
missioner from July 1-30 1922, replied in telegram No. 298 of July 2: ‘Your telegram 
No. 261 appears to have crossed High Commissioner’s telegram No. 292 to you [not printed] 
in which he indicated objection to new French proposals on the grounds of further delay. 

‘Another objection is that, after wide publicity given to original proposal, and fact that it 
originated with us, adoption of new French suggestion would have appearance of score for 
Angora at expense of His Majesty’s Government. 

‘Apart from these two considerations I see no objection to new proposal in itself. Indeed 
it presents certain advantages. Result of enquiry by carefully selected neutral delegates 
would carry at least as much conviction as that of enquiry by allied and American con- 
mission. ...’ 


No. 674 


Mr. Lindley (Athens) to the Earl of Balfour (Received Fuly ro) 


No. 334 [E 6833/5 /44) 
ATHENS, June 30, 1922 
My Lord, 

I have the honour to report that, as mentioned in my telegram No. 234 
of the 28th instant,! the Greek High Commissioner at Smyrna called on me 
two days ago and gave me his personal views on the situation in Asia Minor? 
at some length. 

Monsieur Sterghiades began, somewhat to my surprise, by saying that 
General Hadjiannesti, the new commander-in-chief, was an improvement on 
his predecessor in that he had more control over the army. He had been all 
round the front, and was thoroughly satisfied with the military position. He 
was in favour of a partial retirement to a new line of defence, which he 
believed could be held more cheaply than the present line. Monsieur 
Sterghiades had not yet been consulted by Ministers regarding this proposal, 
which, though in its essence military, was one on which he held very strong 
views. He objected to it for the following reasons :— 

In the first place, he did not believe any saving of money would be effected. 
There were two possible lines behind the present one. The first would entail 
the flight of about a hundred and fifty thousand refugees, the cost of whose 
maintenance would more than counterbalance the saving effected by 
shortening the line. For it must be remembered that the present line was 
not held continuously. There were large gaps in it, and one section of 
over a hundred kilometres was occupied by only two weak divisions. The 
second possible line of defence was that immediately round Smyrna, the 
retirement to which would mean that the Greeks would have at least five 
hundred thousand refugees on their hands. Moreover, retirement to this line 
would mean that there was no hinterland to Smyrna, and the Customs duties, 
which were almost the only revenue which the Greeks drew from the occupied 
territory, would disappear with the imports destined for the interior. 

' Not printed. 2 See No. 666. 
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In the second place, the Kemalists, who were now admittedly at a low 
ebb both morally and materially, would be both heartened and strengthened 
by any Greek retirement. The moral fillip they would secure was obvious, 
but the increment of material strength was perhaps more important. Kema- 
list Anatolia was exhausted both in men and supplies to such an extent that 
the whole Angora movement threatened to collapse. But the occupied 
territory was populous and prosperous, and a Greek retirement would give 
to Kemal as much as five or six new divisions of thoroughly fit men, and 
would open to him a source of financial and material supply of inestimable 
value. For it must be remembered that, while the Greek Authorities had 
to hand over the taxes raised in the territory to the Ottoman Debt and the 
Régie and were prevented by all kinds of considerations from utilising fully 
its other resources, the Kemalists suffered from none of these restrictions. 
“Tout leur était permis,’ and they would sweep in every man, every piastre, 
every animal and every oke of food in the evacuated districts. 

In the third place, it would be impossible to retire without effecting much 
material damage. The Military Authorities would wish to destroy every 
village, which he considered quite unnecessary; but he could not oppose the 
destruction of the railways and the roads. This alone would raise a pro- 
digious outcry abroad, and entail the presentation of claims for compensation 
which the Greek Government had no means of meeting. 

Finally, Monsieur Sterghiades said that, in considering retirement, the 
Government was forced to have some regard for the military position of 
the Allies to the North. As far as he understood the matter, a Greek retire- 
ment would jeopardise the defence of the Straits and the occupation of 
Constantinople, and, unjustly as he considered the Greeks had been treated 
by the Allies, he could not recommend that the step be taken without full 
consultation with them.3 

Having finished with his objections to a partial retirement, which seemed 
to me of a weighty, if not indeed incontrovertible, character, Monsieur 
Sterghiades turned to the possibility of a settlement. He did not, as he has 
done on former occasions, say that, if he were responsible for the Govern- 
ment of Greece, he would give the order for evacuation to-morrow. He 
took the line rather that the problem was insoluble without the help of the 
Powers. Greece could neither evacuate nor continue the war alone. The 

3 On July 3, General Harington telegraphed to the War Office as follows: ‘Colonel Nairne 
and my liaison officer, who have been on a visit to Greek front, are here now. Greek army 
shows no sign of offensive or retirement to shorter line; is disposed in depth; has received 
reinforcements and has done considerable constructive work in front area and is training. 
Solid against withdrawal or evacuation without adequate guarantee for minorities in form 
of autonomous State. Certain small moves to Thrace have taken place and it is significant 
that Commander-in-chief has also taken command of army in Thrace. Movement for 
Constantinople is talked of, but can get no evidence of plan being prepared. On the other 
hand, Major Johnston thinks that on account of expense there is likelihood of withdrawal to 
shorter line. This is favoured by Sterghiades. He has just been summoned to Athens. If so, 
movement must take place in next few weeks. Withdrawal would, I think, be followed up 
and would be hailed as Kemalist victory. As any withdrawal without previous agreement 
would react on Allies here, am watching this matter carefully.’ 
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Powers must come to a decision of some kind and enforce it. Greece was 
ready to accept any decision herself, and was willing and able, with the 
financial and moral help of the Powers, to enforce the latter’s decision on 
the Kemalists. I did not ask Monsieur Sterghiades whether the Greeks 
would be willing to continue the war, even with Allied help, in order to 
enforce the Paris proposals; and I think he would have been embarrassed 
to give an answer. 

My conversation yesterday with Monsieur Baltazzi was much less in- 
teresting than that with the High Commissioner. His Excellency did little 
but complain of the French attitude regarding the right of visit and search, 
and say that the French Government seemed absolutely determined to 
ruin Greece. He did not know how much their attitude was due to personal 
spite (referring to King Constantine) and how much to their determination 
to play the first part in the Moslem world. He was inclined to attach most 
importance to the latter consideration. In any case things could not go on 
indefinitely like this. Greece was being ruined, and, as his Excellency did 
not see the slightest prospect of agreement between England and France, 
Greece must somehow find a way out of her difficulties herself. 

The impression I gathered from this conversation was, as reported in my 
telegram No. 235 of yesterday’s date,‘ that the Greek Government would 
be unable to take any decision however much they want to. The word has, 
nevertheless, been evidently given to divert public attention from Asia Minor 
to Macedonia. Articles have appeared in the Government press during the 
last few days calling attention to the reported activities of Bulgarian and 
Albanian bands in Macedonia and Epirus, and emphasising the supreme 
importance of these districts and of Thrace to the future of Greece. The 
object of this campaign seems evident. It is the beginning of an effort to 
persuade the Greek public that Asia Minor is of secondary importance from 
the national point of view and that the future of Greece lies in Europe. It 
would have been well had this fact been realised earlier; and it is characteris 
tic of the present situation that its realisation now promises us fresh difficulties 
when the question of Thrace comes to be seriously tackled. 


I have, &c. 
F. O. LinDiey 
4 Not printed. 
No. 675 
The Earl of Balfour to Sir L. Worthington-Evans 
[E 6293/5/44]* 


FOREIGN OFFICE, uly 3, 1922 

Dear Worthington-Evans, 
Your letter of the 22nd June! about the possibility of evacuating Constanti- 
nople raises political considerations of some difficulty. Withdrawal at the 


t Not printed. This letter communicated to the Earl of Balfour a letter of June 3 from 
General Harington, who, having recommended the evacuation of Constantinople, con- 
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present moment must in practice mean that the Allies, as a whole, are washing 
their hands of the Turco—Greek situation. The retention of an Allied con- 
tingent of one or two battalions might be enough to prevent the Greeks from 
entering Constantinople, but it would involve a great increase in the prestige 
of Angora, and probably a gradual infiltration of Kemalist elements into 
Constantinople with French connivance, until the position of our battalions 
became impossible. It might not mean an actual Kemalist attack on 
Constantinople, as long as Mustapha Kemal is faced by Greeks troops in 
Asia Minor, and if he can obtain indirect control over the city. So long, 
therefore, as any attempt is to be made to pursue the Paris plan and to co- 
operate with the French, I feel that we should keep our present garrison at 
Constantinople. 

If that plan is definitely abandoned, it will probably be in favour either 
of such definite support of Greece by Great Britain as we are still in a position 
to give her, or of an indefinite continuance of Allied neutrality, Greeks and 
Turks being allowed to settle the issue themselves. In the former case, we 
should want to keep our hold on Constantinople, if only to maintain it as a 
British naval base, which is understood to necessitate the presence of a 
strong garrison on land. 

In the latter case, we might, for reasons of economy, have to reduce our 
garrison at Constantinople, and possibly to retire to Gallipoli. Ifso, we may 
have again to consider whether it would not be in our interest to allow 
Greece temporarily at any rate to enter Constantinople. If left to her own 
resources, and in the absence of an Allied veto, she would doubtless be able 
to do this. 

This is the view I take of the situation, and until M. Poincaré’s visit a 
month hence, the garrison must, I fear, be maintained as at present. Every 
sympathy is, however, felt for Sir Charles Harington in his difficult position,? 
and the whole question will, I hope, be gone into at the next Allied discus- 
sion. 

Yours sincerely, 
BALFOUR 


cluded: ‘. . . I am fully aware of what this recommendation means to me and to the officers 
with me, but I cannot conscientiously recommend the retention of this force and these 
commissions as a military necessity in view of the present urgent need of economy, and I 
think His Majesty’s Government would be well advised to come to an agreement with the 
Allied Governments to withdraw their forces except, perhaps, for a small detachment, 
which could be withdrawn by ship in case of danger, and entrust the administration to the 
Allied High Commissioners. At present, they have no power to enforce their will, as, under 
martial law, the control of the forces of the military and police is in my hands, and I have 
never departed from this point of view. .. .’ 

2 General Harington had said in his letter of June 3: ‘... Frankly speaking, I do not 
think there is now room for two sets of machinery, viz., the High Commissions and the 
Allied command. I recognise to the full the support that has been given to me by the 
British Government and by the British High Commissioner. The difficulty is that the other 
two Powers do not recognise my authority under martial law. They claim to be the de facto 
Government of Turkey... .’ 
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No. 676 


The Earl of Balfour to Sir M. Cheetham (Paris) 


No. 2035 [E 6136/5/44]* 


Sir, FOREIGN OFFICE, July 5,' 1922 


I have received Lord Hardinge’s despatch No. 1437 of the 17th June,’ 
enclosing a copy of a note3 from the French Government regarding the Near 
Eastern settlement. I shall be glad if you will transmit to M. Poincaré in 
reply the memorandum a copy of which is enclosed herein. 

I am, &c. 
BALFOUR 


1 This communication was originally despatched (unnumbered) on July 1, but was re- 
dated following revision of the enclosed memorandum by telegraphic correspondence (not 
printed). 

2 No. 656. 3 Not printed. See No. 656, n. 1. 


ENCLosuRE IN No. 676 
Memorandum 


His Majesty’s Government have carefully considered the arguments 
advanced by M. Poincaré in his note of the 16th June? to His Majesty's 
Ambassador at Paris in favour of a further attempt to bring the representa- 
tives of Greece and of the Constantinople and Angora Governments to a 
preliminary conference. 

2. They regret that the French Government cannot see their way to 
accept the British alternative suggestions either (a) that a fresh communica- 
tion should be made to the three Governments asking for a definite answer 
to the question whether they accept or refuse the proposals of the Paris 
Conference, or (5) that those proposals should be liquidated and the corre- 
spondence published to the world. His Majesty’s Government had hoped 
that the first alternative would have served to mark the determination of 
the Allies to stand united behind the project of mediation at which they had 
arrived after the most careful discussion and examination. Such Allied 
unity is essential to the acceptance of any settlement by the belligerents, not 
only in reality but in appearance, if the belligerents are to be induced to 
accept the Allied proposals. That they have begun to doubt it is only too 
evident from the course of events. 

3. The second alternative, while admittedly emphasising the failure of 
the Paris plan, would clearly have shown the length to which the Allies had 
gone to avoid that failure and brought the full force of the public opinion 
of the world to bear on those responsible for the obstinate rejection of the 
Allies’ efforts. 

4. Nevertheless, His Majesty’s Government feel that, in the face of thet 
Opposition of the French Government, they are not in a position to insist on 


4 The word deliberate was included in the original version. 
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either of the alternative courses which they have proposed. The French 
Government consider that there are other means of arriving at the early 
cessation of hostilities and settlement of peace conditions which both Govern- 
ments so cordially desire, and M. Poincaré in his note recommends that a 
last effort should yet be made to bring the adversaries to accept by conference 
the general peace terms elaborated at Paris. As His Majesty’s Government 
understand it, this effort should, in the view of the French Government, take 
the form of a preliminary conference at Ismid, at which the three belligerents 
would be represented, without the acceptance in advance of the armistice, 
so far as the Kemalist Government is concerned, or of the general proposals 
of peace put forward at Paris, so far as any of the three Governments are 
concerned. The Allies would, however, remain bound, as between themselves, 
to maintain the Paris proposals during the conference, and would endeavour 
by diplomatic means to persuade the three Governments to accept them. 

5. Such a procedure, meeting as it does in its main outline the counter- 
demands of the Kemalist Government, could, in the opinion of His Majesty’s 
Government, as already explained, only serve to mark the apparent weakness 
of the Allies vis-d-vis that Government, and would inevitably lead to the 
stiffening of the Kemalist opposition to the Paris terms, at a time when the 
Angora Government, unlike the Greek Government, has not even seen its 
way to accept the proposal for an armistice, and when public opinion, at 
any rate in this country, has been profoundly shocked at the increasing 
evidence of the brutal treatment by the Kemalists of the minorities in Asia 
Minor. If, therefore, His Majesty’s Government, in deference to M. Poincaré’s 
appeal, are willing to withdraw their objection to the principle of a prelimin- 
ary conference between the three Allies and the Greek, Constantinople and 
Angora Governments, without conditions so far as the last three Govern- 
ments are concerned, but with a view to obtain their acceptance of the 
armistice and general proposals for peace elaborated at the Paris Conference, 
they must in turn ask for Allied agreement on the following terms:— 

6.—(1.) The three Allied Governments should exchange formal assurances 
in advance that their representatives, throughout the preliminary conference, 
will loyally abide by the Paris resolutions, and present a united front on 
this basis to the other participants in the conference. 

(2.) The invitation to the conference should specify Beicos or some other 
convenient spot on land and near Constantinople as the place of meeting 
instead of Ismid. 

(3.) As an earnest of the Allied intention to enforce peace in these areas, 
and pending the acceptance by Greece and Turkey of a definite settlement, 
the three Allied Powers should agree to adopt the application of the usual 
rules of international maritime law, thus for instance enabling the Greek 
Government to exercise its undoubted right to visit and search private 
merchantmen carrying contraband of war to their enemies. Unless one or 
other of these courses is adopted, the Allied Governments cannot justly 
condemn such action by the Greek Government as the bombardment of 
Samsoun. That action, however impolitic and inexpedient in the interests 
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of the Greek minorities in Asia Minor and the general cause of peace, had 
undoubtedly a justifiable military object in view, namely, that of destroying 
the dumps of ammunition and arms which had accumulated at the Kemalist 
port, and with the transit of which under French and Italian flags, the Greek 
Government are precluded from interfering. 

(4.) The three Allies should agree not to exclude the possibility of streng- 
thening the Paris resolution regarding the provision of safeguards for the 
protection of minorities in the final Treaty of Peace, should the eventual 
reports of the commissions of enquiry appear to render such action desirable. 

7. His Majesty’s Government confidently hope that the French Govern- 
ment will see their way to give assurances on these points with a view to 
expedite the holding of the preliminary conference, and thus to exhaust all 
diplomatic means in an attempt to persuade the three Governments to 
accept the substance of the Paris proposals. 


No. 677 


Mr. Henderson (Constantinople) to the Earl of Balfour 
(Received Fuly 8, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 300 Telegraphic [E 6798/5/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, July 7, 6.30 p.m. 


On conference project for end of July in London being mentioned in conver- 
sation between Mr. Ryan and Hamid Bey, latter immediately expressed the 
view that it would be much better if Turks and Greeks were also invited to 
take part in conference as much time would be saved. He said that he had 
been in communication with Angora on the subject and that view expressed 
was not merely his personal opinion but that of Angora government also.' I 
report this as it may be prelude to definite effort on the part of Kemalists 
to get proposed conference of Ministers for Foreign Affairs converted into 
conference of allies and belligerents and to enter it without having involved 
themselves in any commitments as regards allies’ proposals. 

French evening paper of July 6th, which is closely connected with French 
official circles, has paragraphs ascribing same view to Angora government 
without, however, citing source of its information. 

Record of conversation mentioned in first paragraph will be sent by 
next King’s Messenger.? 

1 In his telegram No. 301 of July 7 Mr. Henderson reported: ‘. . . I learn from very 
secret source that Hamid Bey (? spoke) in the same sense to French High Commissioner 
about a week ago. Latter is stated to have replied that suggestion appeared to him worthy 
of attention and that he will report it to his government.’ 

2 Despatch No. 616 of July 10, not printed, enclosing a Memorandum of July 8 by 
Mr. Ryan. In this Memorandum Mr. Ryan stated: ‘.. . 6. We know from secret source 
that, in the urgent but very inaccurate report of this conversation which he sent to Angora, 
Hamid Bey represented me as having acquiesced in the desirability of the belligerents being 
invited to the end of July conference, but having explained the necessity of investing the 
Turkish delegates with real authority to treat... .’ 
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No. 678 


Mr. Lindley (Athens) to the Earl of Balfour (Recewed July 8, 9.30 a.m.) 
No. 241 Telegraphic [E 6800/5 /44} 


Confidential ATHENS, July 7, 1922, 9 p.m. 

My telegram No. 2309.! 

Minister for Foreign Affairs told me today that whole situation had now 
been reviewed and that following points had been established: 

1. That morale and health of Greek army were excellent. 

2. That morale of population of Greece was much less satisfactory and 
that people here were beginning to clamour for peace. 

3. That present financial resources would be exhausted by September 
or October. 

In these circumstances Greek government were now studying means of 
increasing resources which could be legitimately drawn from occupied 
territories and possibility of dealing Kemalists (? smashing) blow. 

As regards international situation, Minister for Foreign Affairs pointed 
out that no progress had been made since Greek government had placed 
their case in the hands of the powers last October. He added that Greek 
government would probably address note to the powers defining their 
position. 

Finally Minister for Foreign Affairs said that what he personally desired 
was that His Majesty’s Government would take the question in hand and 
frankly tell Greece what she was expected to do and what support she would 
obtain in doing it. He saw no other possibility of satisfactory settlement. 

His Excellency asked me to impress on His Majesty’s Government confi- 
dential nature of his communication which he trusted would not be communi- 
cated to the allies. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 

t Of July 4. Not traced in the Foreign Office archives. 2 See No. 449. 


No. 679 


The Earl of Balfour to Lord Hardinge (Paris) 
No. 2116 [E 6651 [5/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, July 7, 1922 
My Lord, 

I have received Your Excellency’s despatch No. 1555 of July 3rd! re- 
garding the transfer of the civil administration in those portions of Asia Minor 
which are to be evacuated by the Greek troops if and when the Paris Confer- 
ence proposals are carried out. 

2. You will not have failed to note that the instructions contained in my 
despatch No. 1973 of June 28th? were intended to explain to the French 
Government why His Majesty’s Government found it necessary to change 


1 See No. 668, n. 6. 2 No. 668. 
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the views on this subject already expressed in my despatch No. 1488 of 
May 17th.3 Similar instructions have been sent to His Majesty’s Ambassador 
at Rome.‘ This change of view is of considerable importance and whatever 
view may now be held as to the likelihood of the Paris Conference programme 
being adhered to or as to the date of its execution, I feel that the three allied 
governments should proceed with the discussions preparatory to such 
execution on the assumption that the said programme will be carried out. 

3. In these circumstances, I shall be glad if you will act forthwith on the 
instructions contained in my despatch No. 1973 of June 28th,? unless you 
still see strong objections, of which I am not aware. 

Iam, &c., 
[For the Secretary of State] 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 


3 No. 631. 4 See No. 668, n. 1. 


No. 680 


Lord Hardinge (Paris) to the Earl of Balfour (Received July 8) 


No. 1583 [E 6767/5/44] 
PARIS, july 7, 1922 


My Lord, 

I forwarded yesterday to the President of the Council the memorandum 
enclosed in Your Lordship’s despatch No. 2035! of the 1st instant,? in reply 
to Monsieur Poincaré’s note of the 16th June, in connection with the con- 
ference on the Near Eastern question to which it was hoped to bring the repre- 
sentatives of Greece and of the Constantinople and Angora Governments. 

In the course of an interview this morning I asked Monsieur Poincaré 
whether he had had time to study the memorandum in question. He 
replied in the negative, stating that he had been too much occupied 
in the Chamber of Deputies during the last two days to be able to devote 
much time or attention to Foreign Affairs at the Quai d’Orsay, but he wished 
to tell me that a decided advance had been made in the last two or three 
days owing to the fact that the Angora Government have expressed officially 
to Colonel Mougin,3 the French representative at Angora, their readiness 
to meet the Greeks in conference and to accept an armistice. 

I thanked him for this information, which I remarked was of considerable 
importance, and which made it all the more necessary for the two Govern 
ments to come to terms at once as to the procedure to be adopted at the 
Conference, whenever it took place. I recounted the terms of Lord Curzon’s 
proposals and the difference in procedure which had been proposed by the 
French Government, which I understand, Your Lordship has now accepted 
on certain conditions. I told Monsieur Poincaré that this was a great 
concession on the part of His Majesty’s Government, and that I trusted we 
would meet with a similar spirit in dealing with the conditions which you had 


t No. 676. 2 See No. 676, n. 1. 3 See No. 667. 
880 


laid down, of which the most important was the granting to the Greek 
Government of the right of search of French vessels. I argued at some length 
that there would be no doubt that the Greeks could claim to be treated by 
foreign Governments as belligerents, and that in that case there was no 
reason to withhold from them the rights generally conceded by international 
law to countries holding that status, and I maintained that so long as this 
right was denied to the Greek Government it would be impossible to reproach 
them, with any appearance of reason, for such unfortunate incidents as the 
bombardment of Samsun, where many lives of innocent women and children 
had been lost in an attempt by the Greek Government to destroy dumps of 
arms and ammunition which they knew to be collected there, and to have 
been brought on French and Italian ships. It seemed to me, I said, that there 
was hardly any defence for the action of a foreign State in withholding this 
right from a recognised belligerent. 

In reply, Monsieur Poincaré said that the condition would be a very 
difficult one for the French to accept, and he was quite certain that the 
Italian Government would absolutely decline to listen to any such proposal. 
He added that the Greek Government have quite recently demanded 
afresh the right of search of both French and Italian ships. He ascertained 
that the Italians had peremptorily refused, and he said that the French 
Government had followed the Italian example within the last three or four 
days.4 As regards the juridicial position, it was, he said, extremely delicate. 
The Powers have agreed to allow private firms to supply arms and am- 
munition to both belligerents, and it would not, therefore, be logical for 
the Governments concerned to facilitate these arms being intercepted by 
another Power. He informed me, however, that, having heard that arms 
were being disembarked at Alexandretta for the use of the Turks, orders 
had been immediately sent to stop this, as the French Government would not 
tolerate traffic in arms through a part of Syria which was under their control. 

Finally, after a desultory conversation, Monsieur Poincaré promised to 
study carefully your Lordship’s memorandum and to do what he can to 
meet your views. 

I have, &c. 
HARDINGE OF PENSHURST 
4 Cf. No. 660. 


No. 681 


Mr. Lindley (Athens) to the Earl of Balfour (Received July 9, 8.30 a.m.) 
No. 244 Telegraphic [E 6802/5 /44] 


Confidential ATHENS, July 8, 1922, 8 p.m. 
My telegram No. 241.! 
Monsieur Sterghiades? called this morning and expressed following 


personal opinion. 
' No. 678. 2 See No. 666. 
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War was costing ten million drachmas a day and it was (? absurd) expect- 
ing to draw any (? considerable) part of this sum from occupied territories. 

It was impossible to find a solution in dealing Kemal a blow. Question 
had always been diplomatic (? and not) military. He saw only one solution. 
That powers should get up autonomous zone under sovereignty of Sultan. 
Zone should be large enough to be self-supporting and it was immaterial if 
majority were Mussulm[a]n. It should comprise whole of Mediterranean 
sea-board of Asia Minor except Arab districts but not Constantinople. 
During transitional period powers should make use of 30,000 Greeks of 
Asia Minor troops and 50,000 Greek troops for protection against Kemal. 
Permanent administration and gendarmerie could be built up by employing 
local elements of all nationalities, who would come forward if they were 
persuaded that settlement was permanent. (? Example of) civilised govern- 
ment would not be lost on rest of Anatolia, and Kemalist movement would 
lose its strength as soon as it was seen that a permanent settlement was 
intended. Monsieur Sterghiades could himself begin preparation for Greeks 
without delay. Monsieur Sterghiades said that this solution was now 
possible but (? would not be) in (? short) time when (? increased) anarchy 
bred from financial distress had ruined Greece. 

I venture (? to submit) above to your serious consideration. It is, of 
course, a very rough sketch. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


No. 682 
The Earl of Balfour to Lord Hardinge (Parts) 


No. 2175 [E 6734/5/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, july 12, 1922 
My Lord :— 

With reference to your despatch No. 1560 of July 6th.' and to previous 
correspondence? on the subject of the authority to which the allied generals 
are to refer for instructions in connection with their control of the Greek 
evacuation of Asia Minor, I request Your Excellency to propose to the 
French Government that purely military questions should be referred direct 
to the Allied Military Committee of Versailles, while questions of a political 
nature arising out of the evacuation should be referred to the allied repre- 
sentatives at Constantinople for a decision in such cases as they consider 
themselves entitled to give one, and in other cases for reference to the three 
governments. 

2. A similar suggestion is being made to the Italian Government.3 

Iam, &c., 
[For the Secretary of State] 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 


1 See No. 671, n. 3. 2 See No. 671. 
3 In Foreign Office despatch No. 940 of July 12 to Rome, not printed. 
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No. 683 


The Earl of Balfour to Lord Hardinge (Paris) 
No. 2174' [E 6572/4/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, July 12, 1922 
My Lord, 

I transmit to Your Excellency herewith a copy of a despatch from H.M. 
High Commissioner at Constantinople,? containing a report which appeared 
on June 11th in the newspaper ‘Yeni-gyun’, the semi-official organ of the 
Angora Government, of an interview with General [stc] Mougin the new 
French unofficial representative at Angora, who was ostensibly sent thither 
solely for the purpose of dealing with local questions affecting the Syrian 
frontier. 

2. If the words attributed to this officer were true, 1t would be hard to 
exaggerate the disloyal nature of such a speech made by the representative 
of an ally to a common enemy. I request Your Excellency therefore forth- 
with to bring the matter to the notice of the French Government and request 
that immediate enquiry should be made into the matter. If the facts prove 
to be as stated, it is evident that we are faced with a situation of considerable 
gravity, on which I shall have to communicate further with Your Lordship. 

Iam, &c., 
[For the Secretary of State] 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 


1 The draft only of this despatch is preserved in the Foreign Office Archives. 


2 No. 667. 
No. 684 
Letter from Mr. Oliphant to the Secretary to the Army Council 
[E 6681 [76/44] 
Very secret FOREIGN OFFICE, July 13, 1922 


Sir, 

I am directed by the Earl of Balfour to acknowledge the receipt of your 
letter 0.152/5946 (M.I. 2) of July 5th' regarding French and Italian traffic 
in Turkish war material. 


' Not printed. This was a reply to Foreign Office letter E 5459/5/44 of May 27 requesting 
that °. . . full information may be furnished regarding French and Italian traffic in Turkish 
war material under allied control, in order that the question may be taken up in Paris and 
Rome if and when it is considered desirable. ...’ The reply stated: ‘. .. The Council have 
had no difficulty in obtaining absolutely clear and unimpeachable evidence against the 
French but, as will be seen below, by far the greater portion of this evidence is derived from 
a very secret source and must not, therefore, in any circumstances be communicated to 
a foreign Government. .. .’ 

Annexed to the letter was the following: 

“Transport of War Material to Anatolia, 

Secret and reliable information which cannot be quoted shows that the following arms 
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2. Lord Balfour concurs in the view of the Army Council that in the 
circumstances no representations can well be made to the French and Italian 
Governments in this matter. I am at the same time to express His Lordship’s 
appreciation of the manner in which General Sir C. Harington has been 
handling this difficult question at Constantinople. 


Iam, &c., 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 


and ammunition have been despatched to Anatolian ports from depots under Allied super- 
vision as shown on attached Table I during the period May ist, 1921—May 25th, 1922. 
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Total .. 76,448 
Total .. 54,288 
Number not stated. 
Total .. 2,950 
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Miscellaneous Parts. 
Total .. 1,500 
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No. 685 


Mr. Lindley (Athens) to the Earl of Balfour (Received Fuly 15, 8.30 a.m.) 
No. 250 Telegraphic [E 7024/5/44] 


Most confidential ATHENS, July 14, 1922, 10 p.m. 


Minister for Foreign Affairs informed me to-day that recent Cabinet 
meetings had resulted in two decisions. 

1. No Greek forces to be withdrawn from their present positions in Asia 
Minor for the time being. 

2. Administration of a zone terminating at Smyrna and Panderma and 
including railway line joining the two towns, to be re-organised. 

Sterghiades left for Smyrna to-day and will begin re-organisation at once.' 
Intention is to give greater authority to local elements, both Christian and 
Mussulman with the idea of setting up an administration which will survive 
evacuation of Greek forces and will form basis for some form of permanent 
autonomous government. Minister for Foreign Affairs said that Monsieur 
Sterghiades would probably make some announcement to population but 
that word autonomy would not be used. There had never been any question 
of proclaiming annexation (see my telegram No. 245).? 

Minister for Foreign Affairs wished above to be considered as very confi- 
dential. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


1 In his telegram No. 1993 of July 17 to the War Office, General Harington, referring to 
this telegram, commented: ‘I think this is quite likely. Sterghiades has held this view 
throughout. For financial reasons Greeks know they cannot maintain present extended 
front. They want to organise a portion of territory within a ringed fence and when this has 
been done to withdraw behind it, making it clear that those who want protection must 
come inside. That Sterghiades is starting this at once shows they realise value of time, since 
on account of weather they must begin withdrawal from front in a few weeks. It must be 
realised that withdrawal to new zone will place southern shore of Marmora in the Mudania-— 
Brusa area in Nationalist hands on our flank... .’ 

2 Of July 9, not printed. 


No. 686 


The Earl of Balfour to Lord Hardinge (Paris) 
No. 2212 [E 6767/5/44|* 


FOREIGN OFFICE, July 14, 1922 
My Lord, 

It is apparent from your conversation with M. Poincaré, reported in your 
Excellency’s despatch No. 1583 of the 7th July,’ that the French Govern- 
ment contemplate rejecting condition (3) (respecting the Greek right of search) 
in the memorandum enclosed in my despatch No. 2035 of the 5th July.? 

2. Once their refusal has been incorporated in an official reply it will be 
more difficult for them to recede from this attitude, and I shall therefore be 


t No. 680. 2 No. 676. 
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grateful if you will take an early opportunity of reverting to the subject in 
conversation with M. Poincaré. His Excellency’s argument that it is illogical 
to permit the interception of arms seems to us based on a misconception. 
The accepted principle of international law is that neutral traders may at 
their own risk sell war material to a belligerent, but the belligerent has the 
right to prevent this operation by searching neutral vessels for contraband 
and confiscating it when found. This is illustrated by the experience of the 
war when notwithstanding a strong agitation to the contrary the United 
States, while still neutral, refused to prohibit private trade in war material 
with the Allies as well as with Germany, but never denied the right of the 
belligerents to intercept such traffic when carried on by neutral ships on the 
high seas; nor did they at any time admit the validity of the arguments urged 
by Germany that, since she was powerless to prevent the movement of 
supplies overseas to the coasts and ports of her enemies, it was the duty of 
neutral Powers to hold even the balance between the belligerents by not 
allowing those enemies to interfere with neutral ships carrying supplies to 
Germany or destined for Germany. 

3. The attitude therefore which is now taken up by the French Gover- 
ment is inconsistent with one of the most important rules governing naval 
warfare; though it exactly conforms to the contentions which Germany 
unsuccessfully put forward in the late war, for the avowed purpose of 
impeding the exercise of well-established belligerent rights by the Allied 
navies. These contentions it may be observed were certainly not counten- 
anced at the time by the French Government. 

4. The principles involved are in the eyes of His Majesty’s Government 
of vital importance, and they cannot believe that the French Government 
can have measured the full effect of the line of action they seem to be pur- 
suing. It is one against which no British Government can in any circum 
stances fail to make the most emphatic protest, and I must earnestly appeal 
to the French Government to reconsider it. To His Majesty’s Government it 
appears quite inconsistent not merely with the Allied declaration that in the 
present conflict between Greece who fought with us in the war and Turkey 
who fought against us they would preserve a strictly neutral attitude, but also 
with the paramount duty of maintaining the authority of a well-established 
rule of maritime law, to which this country has always attached the greatest 
importance.3 

I am, &c., 
BALFOUR 

3 In a private letter of July 14 to Lord Hardinge, Sir Eyre Crowe added: ‘Lord Balfour 
has expressed the wish that when you take action on our despatch No. 2212 of today’s date 
which is also going by this bag, you should point out verbally to Monsieur Poincaré that 
quite apart from the juridical aspect of the matter dwelt upon in our despatch, the courx 
of action pursued by the French, if persisted in, might put the Turks in a position to menact 
us very gravely in Irak; and that such neglect of our interests on the part of an ally would 
almost be tantamount to an unfriendly act. 

‘As it may be necessary to publish our despatch, Lord Balfour thinks it preferable not '0 
embody the foregoing in our official instructions to you, but to leave it to you to mention !! 
orally when acting on them.’ 
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No. 687 


Sir M. Cheetham (Paris) to the Earl of Balfour (Received July 15, 2.45 p.m.) 
No. 370 Telegraphic [E 7028/5 /44] 

PARIS, July 15, 1922, 1.20 p.m. 

I am suspending action on your despatch No. 2212! and on Sir E. Crowe’s 

letter to Lord Hardinge of July 14th,? until you have considered statements 

in regard to Greek right of search contained in Monsieur Poincaré’s memo- 


randum of July 13th,3 forwarded to you in Lord Hardinge’s despatch No. 
1629 of that date* which has crossed your despatch. 


' No. 686. 2 No. 686, n. 3. 3 Not printed. See No. 699, n. 1, below. 
4 Not printed. See No. 699, n. 2, below. 


No. 688 


The Earl of Balfour to Sir M. Cheetham (Pants) 
No. 236 Telegraphic [E 7028]5/44] 


Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, july 16, 1922, 12.5 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 370.! 

Consideration of and reply to M. Poincaré’s memorandum? will require 
some time. Meanwhile we attach importance to his being in possession of 
our views as set out in my despatch No. 22123 and in Sir Eyre Crowe’s letter.‘ 

Please therefore act without further delay on instructions given. You may 
explain of course that those instructions were sent before receipt of M. 
Poincaré’s memorandum. Nevertheless we should be glad to have his views 
in reply to the important considerations we have urged. 


1 No. 687. 2 See No. 687, n. 3. 3 No. 686. 4 No. 686, n. 3. 


No. 689 


Sir M. Cheetham (Parts) to the Earl of Balfour (Received July 18, 8.30 a.m.) 
No. 375 Telegraphic: by bag [E 7092/5/44] 

PARIS, July 17, 1922 

Monsieur Poincaré being unable to receive me before the 18th instant, 


I communicated to-day! to Political Director considerations advanced in 
your despatch No. 2212 of July 14th? respecting the Greek right of search, 


1 See No. 688. 2 No. 686. 
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and left with him an Aide-Mémoire in its terms. I explained that Your 
Lordship’s above-mentioned despatch had crossed French government's 
memorandum of July 13th.3 

Monsieur de Peretti fully acknowledged the serious nature of your repre- 
sentations. He admitted that Your Lordship’s interpretation of the principles 
of International Law regarding the right of search was, in his own opinion, 
entirely correct, but he fell back on the line of argument adopted in the 
recent French memorandum, and stated that the application of the strict 
theory of belligerent rights in the case of the present conflict must inevitably 
act to the prejudice of the Turks. I said there were no doubt advantages on 
the side of the Turks which the Greeks did not enjoy, and that His Majesty's 
Government would deal, in their forthcoming reply, with this and other points 
raised in Monsieur Poincaré’s memorandum. Meanwhile I hoped that an 
answer to your latest explanation of our point of view might not be delayed. 

Monsieur de Peretti added the interesting remark that the prevention of 
the export of arms to the Turks, in whatever manner it might be achieved, 
would throw the Turks into the arms of the Soviets. Turkish relations with 
Moscow were not at present good, and only a few arms were being supplied 
by them for Anatolia. If other sources of supply were cut off, he thought the 
Turks would be forced to come to terms with the Soviets. The only means 
of preventing this unhappy result was to bring the war to an end at once. 


3 Not printed. See No. 699, n. 1, below. 


No. 690 


The Earl of Balfour to Mr. Henderson (Constantinople) 
No. 273 Telegraphic [E 7036/5 /44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, July 18, 1922, 7.90 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 308 (of July 16).! 

It remains somewhat uncertain whether Conference with MM. Poincare 
and Schanzer, if it shortly meets in London, will have time to deal with 
Eastern question. At any rate, as far as we are concerned, there is in present 
circumstar-es no question of admission of Greek and Turkish delegates to 
this meeting ....h French and Italian Ministers. Conference at Beicos of 
elsewhere is another matter, and is still under discussion with allied Govern- 
ments.? 

If Hamid raises the question you should tell him that participation o! 
Greek and Turkish delegates in conversation with MM. Poincaré an 
Schanzer in London has never been contemplated. 

Repeated to Rome No. 196 and Athens No. 136. 


1 Not printed. See, however, No. 677. 2 See Nos. 676 and 680. 
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No. 691 


Mr. Henderson (Constantinople) to the Earl of Balfour 
(Received Fuly 23, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 313 Telegraphic [E 7257/27/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, July 22, 1922, 7.10 p.m. 


French and Italian high commissioners questioned me yesterday as to 
rumoured intention of Greeks to attempt occupation of Constantinople, and 
former mentioned that French general here was seriously perturbed on 
the subject (please see general officer commanding’s telegram No. 1994 D 
to War Office July 17th’). 

I told them that general officer commanding was carefully watching 
situation, was fully cognizant of measures hitherto taken to reinforce Greek 
troops in Thrace, but did not consider alleged intention to be serious. 

I said that whatever alarm rumours provoked in other quarters, I could 
not consider contingency to be practical politics so long as Constantinople 
remained in allied military occupation. 

Nor do I consider it so, though it 1s quite likely that Greeks, for double pur- 
pose of stimulating Greek army and people and of embarrassing Kemalists, 
wish to give the impression that it 1s. I see no objection, however, to general 
officer commanding taking precautionary measures in conjunction with 
French calculated to oppose attempt if it were made. Such co-operation 
would afford convincing proof that His Majesty’s Government are not 
conniving at coup of this nature. 

At the same time I equally see no objection to impression continuing to 
exist if it really has effect of giving Angora thought and it may possibly not 
be expedient to give warning on the subject to Greek government which it 
is conceivable latter even desires in order to be able to explain to nation 
that they are only precluded from taking this step through opposition of 
Powers. 

Repeated to Athens. 


1 In this telegram General Harington reported a visit from the French general who had 
evidence of the movement of troop trains in the Midia area the day before. General Haring- 
ton stated: ‘. .. Midia movement is probably to deal with Turkish bands. I told him quite 
definitely that I should oppose any movement of Greeks or anyone else to cross neutral line 
in Thrace by supporting French troops with British brigade in exactly the same way that, 
in event of Nationalist advance from Anatolia, I counted on support of a French brigade to 
assist British. I have agreed to carry out with French detailed reconnaissances of Chatalja 
and other lines. French are, I think, exercised over reports of concentration in French 
papers. 

‘I am not, personally, in least alarmed. It might be serious if Greeks start moving new 
divisions into Thrace, but not before. . . .’ 
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No. 692 


Mr. Henderson (Constantinople) to the Earl of Balfour 
(Received Fuly 23, 8.15 p.m.) 
No. 314 Telegraphic [E 7258/5/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, July 23, 1922, 5 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 273.! 

Information from all sources tends to confirm extreme improbability of 
Mustapha Kemal agreeing to Beicos as meeting place for conference. In the 
event of his so refusing I venture to submit for your consideration poss- 
bility of holding conference here with Greek and Constantinople govern- 
ments only. In this connection please see my despatch No. 647.2 

Idea that Powers might take such steps might possibly induce Angora 
government to agree to Beicos and to be more conciliatory at conference 
itself, were it further realized that conference might continue and agree- 
ment be reached with other two parties concerned if Angora’s recalcitrancy 
proved unsurmountable. 

It might be expedient to examine feasibility of some such course as 
affording loophole for continuation of negotiations in the event of Mustapha 
Kemal remaining stubborn. I realise however that Constantinople govern- 
ment might in last resort prove too scared of Angora to accept settlement 
from which latter were excluded and that French government in view of 
its commitments with Angora would be loth to agree to such an arrange- 
ment. 

If you approve Constantinople government might be definitely sounded on 
the point especially as I see no objection to rumour getting abroad that such 
a contingency were possible. 

Only (? pressure) I can suggest vis-d-vis French government is to lay 
stress on ever-growing influence of Soviet government at Angora at which! 
am aware French High Commissioner is seriously perturbed.3 

' No. 690. 

2 Of July 18, not printed. This reported suggestion of Izzet Pasha that ‘peace might be 
attained if the Powers were to make an arrangement direct with the Central Government. 

3 Lord Balfour replied, in telegram No. 280 of July 27: ‘... It is practically certam 


French would never agree and in present circumstances I deprecate sounding Constantinople 
government.’ 


No. 693 


Mr. Lindley (Athens) to the Earl of Balfour (Received Fuly 24, 9 a.m.) 
No. 257 Telegraphic (E 7347/5/44] 


ATHENS, July 23, 1922, 7 p.m. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs informed me last night that all information 
reaching Greek government pointed to improbability either of easterm 
question being discussed in London or of conference actually taking place at 
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Beicos or elsewhere. In these circumstances Greek government felt obliged 
to bring matters to a head and they intended shortly to inform the Powers 
that Greece must reassume the liberty of action which she had renounced 
when she placed her case in their hands last autumn.' This communication 
would not mean that (? Greek government) intended to disregard wishes 
of His Majesty’s Government in future; it was intended to (? force) Powers to 
take up question without further delay. Minister for Foreign Affairs begged 
that above might be considered strictly confidential. 

It seems to me possible that communication (? may be) accompanied by 
some action going (? further) than that outlined in penultimate paragraph 
of my telegram No. 250? and calculated to raise whole near eastern question 
(? in a) form so acute that it cannot be (? further) disregarded.3 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


1 See No. 449. 2 No. 685. 

3 In his telegram No. 258 of July 24, Mr. Lindley, referring to Mr. Henderson’s telegram 
No. 313 to the Foreign Office (No. 691), stated: ‘As already reported I do not believe Greeks 
have ever seriously considered attack on Constantinople as long as allies are there, though 
French are always harping on it. It is not impossible however that Greek démarche fore- 
shadowed in my telegram No. 257 may include a demand to be allowed to bring the war 
to an end by occupying Constantinople.’ 


No. 694 


Sir M. Cheetham (Paris) to the Earl of Balfour (Received July 25) 


No. 1735 [E 7401/5/44] 
PARIS, July 24, 1922 
My Lord :— 

On receipt of Your Lordship’s despatch No. 2174 of July rath’ (E 6572/ 
5/44) His Majesty’s Ambassador made personal representations to the 
President of the Council in regard to the utterances attributed to Colonel 
Mougin in an interview with an Angora journalist. 

Monsieur Poincaré has replied that Colonel Mougin’s utterances were 
confined to simple expressions of courtesy, and that they were distorted by 
the person to whom they were addressed. He adds that, in any case, Colonel 
Mougin will leave Anatolia very shortly, as soon as the different questions 
affecting Syria, which were the cause of his mission to Angora, have been 
settled. 

I have, &c., 
MILNE CHEETHAM 


1 No. 683. 
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No. 695 


The Earl of Balfour to Mr. Lindley (Athens) 
No. 506 [E 7066/76/44) 


FOREIGN OFFICE, July 24, 1922 
Sir, 

With reference to Mr. Henderson’s despatch No. 614 of July 8th! (of 
which a copy has been sent to you direct), relative to Greek naval action 
within the Constantinople zone, I request that you will take an early oppor- 
tunity to make serious, though friendly, representations to the Greek 
Government on this subject. 

2. The continued utilization of Constantinople as a base for Greek naval 
and military operations is forming the subject of frequent Turkish protests 
as being contrary to the allied declaration of neutrality in the Greco-Kem2- 
list conflict. The question is one of great delicacy, and it is difficult not to 
recognise that the Turkish contention has some plausibility and it may not 
be easy, in view of the pro-Turkish sympathies of France and Italy, to prevent 
a state of things from arising which might lead to the ultimate result that 
the facilities at present enjoyed by the Greeks would have to be withdrawn, 
or seriously curtailed. It is therefore, to say the least, extremely unwise that 
attention should be drawn to this question by any injudicious Greek action, 
and IJ request that you will represent to the Greek Government the need of 
all possible discretion on the part of their naval and military representatives 
at Constantinople, and of the adoption by them, in their own interest, of 
a more conciliatory attitude towards the demands of the representatives of 
the occupying powers. 

3. The Greek assurance reported in your telegram No. 251 of the 14th 
instant? was to the effect that only absolute contraband would be stopped. 
In view of this, and of the economic needs of Constantinople, all inter- 
ference with small Turkish vessels carrying wood should cease, and instruc: 
tions should be given for the immediate release of the S.S. ‘Ineboli’. 

4. The Greek Government would also do well carefully to reconsider the 
question of the withdrawal of Greek troops from the Turco-Greek frontiet 


t This transmitted a copy of a note from Hamid Bey of July 6 reiterating the prote! 
(see No. 662) against the use of Constantinople as a naval base by the Greek fleet. Mr. 
Henderson had commented: ‘. . , My Italian and French colleagues are getting more and 
more restless at the constant incidents arising out of the presence of the Greek naval and 
military authorities at Constantinople, such as the bombardment of Samsoun, the seizurt 
of the “‘Ineboli” and others which have not been of sufficient importance to bring to you! 
Lordship’s notice. .. .’ 

2 Not printed. 

3 Referring to this despatch, Mr. Bentinck, who was acting as Chargé d’Affairs #! 
Athens, reported in his telegram of August 17, No. 315, as follows: ‘Minister for Foret 
Affairs informs me that steamship ‘“Ineboli” was released some time ago and that orders 
have been given both to Naval and Military authorities not to interfere with import of 
wood into Constantinople.’ 
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in Thrace which was dealt with in Mr. Henderson’s despatch to you No. 
62 /4463/126 of the 11th instant.4 
Iam, &c., 
[For the Secretary of State] 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 
+ A copy of this despatch (not printed) was enclosed in Mr. Henderson’s despatch 
No. 617 of July 11 to the Foreign Office. Also enclosed was a copy of the reply dated 
April 19 of the Greek High Commissioner, M. Triantaphyllakos, to Sir H. Rumbold which 
ran: ‘. . . Faisant suite 4 ma lettre du 18 mars dernier [not printed] relative au stationnement 
des postes militaires helléniques de la frontiére gréco-turque, j’ai l’honneur d’informer votre 
Excellence que, selon avis du Département hellénique de la Guerre, un repli des postes 
en question 4 une distance de 2,000 métres environ vers le cété ouest de la ligne de démarca- 
tion actuelle serait fort préjudiciable a l’armée hellénique, au point de vue militaire. . . .’ 


No. 696 


Mr. Henderson (Constantinople) to the Earl of Balfour 
(Recetved Fuly 27, 9.10 p.m.) 


No. 316 Telegraphic [E 7463/27/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, July 27, 1922, 5.30 p.m. 

My telegram No. 313.! 

General Officer Commanding-in-Chief held meeting to-day with Admiral 
Brock and myself preliminary to meeting with his allied colleagues to discuss 
question of Greek concentration in Thrace. Greek forces there have been 
increased by at least two divisions making four in all. Concentration is 
therefore serious and possibility of some coup being attempted cannot be 
altogether ignored particularly in view of information contained in Athens 
telegram No. 257. 

Most probable interpretation of this concentration undoubtedly is legiti- 
mate desire of Greece if she is to withdraw from Asia Minor to strengthen 
her position in Thrace against all eventualities. In this respect it is a skilful 
manoeuvre even if its only purpose be to exercise pressure all round. It is 
at the same time a trump card which even if not played immediately remains 
in her hand for ultimate use if necessary. 

Nevertheless while we do not anticipate any rash move on the part of 
Greece, possibility of the following three contingencies occurring must be 
considered. 

(a) An attempt of Greek government to occupy Constantinople. 

(b) A demonstration stopping short of actual occupation but involving 

entry into neutral zone. 

(c) A coup of a d’Annunzio nature? without sanction (? or) at any rate 

avowal of Greek government. 


Therefore, though fact that wireless press to-day foreshadows discussion, 
after all, of Near Eastern question at forthcoming conference in London, 


™ No. 691. 2 No. 693. 3 See Vol. IV, Nos. 23-6, 28, 29. 
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would appear to render still more improbable danger of any immediate coup, 
it seems highly desirable that we should receive as soon as possible definite 
expression of views of His Majesty’s Government as to action to be taken by 
British forces here in the event of any of these contingencies occurring. 

General Officer Commanding-in-Chief by his present instructions 1s 
bound to resist any attempt on the part of either belligerents to enter neutral 
zone.* He is prepared to co-operate so far as lies in his power with French 
forces in Thrace to that end. It is only loyal action open to him. At the same 
time any advance into neutral zone in Thrace might provoke corresponding 
move of Kemalists in Ismid peninsula. It might be desirable to obtain from 
French government a guarantee of reciprocal co-operation in that event. 
At the same time I fully appreciate importance of avoiding any incident 
which might result in loss of allied lives from Greek bullets and prove 
irremediable. In event of Greeks crossing frontier in Thrace everything 
should therefore be done to gain time with view to arresting advance without 
offering actual resistance to it, until the last moment necessary for pro- 
tection of Constantinople itself. 

Generally speaking however I would repeat that I still consider contin- 
gency of a Greek coup here as remote. It is however in the domain, if not 
of practical politics, of possibilities as a desperate measure taken in last 
resource. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs sent his Chef de Cabinet to see me this 
afternoon to express concern felt by Central government at Greek concentra 
tion. Confining myself to observing that, while I was not in the least alarmed 
at danger of any Greek advance and considered it practically inconceivable 
that it should take place so long as Constantinople was in allied military 
occupation, I had already drawn Your Lordship’s attention to the matter. 
As I consider it not altogether undesirable that an impression of its possi- 
bility should be allowed to exist, I added that British military authorites 
were carefully watching the situation and considering measures which it 
might be necessary to adopt. 

Repeated to Athens No. 75. 


4 Cf. No. 691, n. 1. 


No. 697 


Mr. Bentinck* (Athens) to the Earl of Balfour (Received Fuly 28, 8.90 a.m.) 
No. 262 Telegraphic [E 7471/5/44] 
Urgent ATHENS, July 27, 1922, 7.15 pM. 


My immediately preceding telegram.? 
Minister for Foreign Affairs called today and handed me note? addressed 


' Mr. Bentinck was acting as Chargé d’Affaires from July 25 to September 17, 1922. 
2 No. 261 of July 27, not printed. 
3 Of July 14/27, not printed. The text is given by Frangulis, vol. ii, pp. 390-1. 
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to you, a copy of which was being handed to you today by Greek Minister 
in London as also to other allied governments. 

Note sketches recent course of negotiations and states that Greek govern- 
ment is not responsible for prolongation of conflict. 

Massacres and deportations were threatening with extermination entire 
Christian population of regions under Kemalists’ occupation. In face of 
this situation Greece was obliged to consider best measures for putting an 
end to conflict. 

Greece, note adds, will always be ready to examine every peace proposal 
in common with allied governments. 

Text of note follows by post.‘ 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


4 Athens despatch No. 378 of July 27, not printed. 


No. 698 


Mr. Bentinck (Athens) to the Earl of Balfour (Received Fuly 28, 9 a.m.) 
No. 263 Telegraphic [E 7484/5/44] 
Urgent ATHENS, July 27, 1922, 7.15 p.m. 


My immediately preceding telegram.! 

I asked Minister for Foreign Affairs as to meaning of sentence regarding 
‘measures for putting an end to conflict’.2, His Excellency said he was not 
in a position to tell me but begged me in telegraphing to confine myself to 
text of note. Delay he said in reaching a settlement was intolerable. 1 drew 
attention to rumours that orders had been issued last night for advance on 
Constantinople. 

His Excellency said that such orders had not been given and that measures 
referred to had not yet been taken but might be taken at any moment. I 
then told him, speaking entirely without instructions, that I considered it 
my duty to remind him of warning conveyed to him last year by Lord 
Granville that attack on Constantinople would not be tolerated. (See Lord 
Granville’s telegram No. 435.3) He said that he remembered perfectly 
well what Lord Granville had said and he now took note of my words. I 
told him I had no reason to suppose that my government had altered their 
attitude since last year and I begged him before it was too late not to take 
any measures which would afterwards be regretted. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


™ No. 697. 

2 The passage in the Greek note of July 14/27 ran: ‘. . . la Gréce se voit dans la nécessité 
d’aviser aux mesures les plus propres 4 mettre fin au conflit. .. .’ 

3 No. 330. 
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No. 699 


The Earl of Balfour to Sir M. Cheetham (Pans) 
No. 2359 [E 6964/5/44) 


FOREIGN OFFICE, July 27, 1922 
Sir, 
I transmit to you herewith a memorandum regarding the negotiations for 
a settlement in the Near East, which I request that you will communicate 
to the French Government in reply to their note of the 13th July' enclosed 
in Lord Hardinge’s despatch No. 1629 of the 13th July.? 
Iam, &c. 
BALFOUR 


1 Not printed. This was the French Government’s reply to the Earl of Balfour’s memo- 
randum of July 5 (see No. 676). 

2 This ran: ‘The French Government, while accepting conditionally the points put 
forward by His Majesty’s Embassy as preliminaries for the meeting of the conference m 
return for their acceptance of the French proposals for procedure, press for an early indica- 
tion to the three Governments concerned of the place and date of the meeting.’ 


ENCLOsURE IN No. 699 
Memorandum regarding the Negotiations for a Settlement tn the Near East 


His Majesty’s Government have carefully considered M. Poincareé’s 
memorandum of the 13th July in reply to their conditional agreement to the 
proposed preliminary meeting of Allied representatives with delegates of 
the Governments of Athens, Constantinople and Angora. Seeing how im- 
portant it is that the meeting, if it is to take place at all, should assemble 
as soon as possible, they regret to find that while in their anxiety to promote 
a settlement they have consented to make a further concession, and have, 
however reluctantly, agreed to the general principle involved in the French 
proposal, the French Government still declare themselves not satisfied on 
several minor points on which they maintain that they must continue to insist 
as essential conditions of the proposed meeting. 

2. It is material to the proper appreciation of the position, to bear clearly 
in mind the origin and purpose of the proposal to hold the meeting. The 
French memorandum refers in its first, third and last paragraphs to the 
‘preliminary conference,’ but in subsequent paragraphs it refers to it as the 
conference contemplated by the three foreign Ministers in the course of the 
Paris conversations of last March.3 It would appear as if the French Govern- 
ment regarded the meeting to take place at Beicos or other spot in the 
vicinity of Constantinople, as that provided for in the Paris programme. 
This can hardly be. There is clearly a vital distinction between the confer- 
ence as originally contemplated at Paris and the meeting now under con- 
sideration. 

3. The first was an integral part of the Paris programme, and prior 


3 See Chap. IV. 
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acceptance of an armistice and of the peace conditions in general, as then 
formulated, was an essential preliminary to its assembly; its purpose was not 
to present the peace conditions to the delegates of the Governments of Athens, 
Constantinople and Angora, but, the armistice having been first concluded 
and the peace conditions already accepted in principle, to discuss their 
application with the delegates of the three Governments, with the view of 
reducing them to treaty form. 

4. The meeting now proposed is essentially different in its object and in 
the conditions under which it assembles. It is not preceded by an armistice, 
and the belligerents who take part in it are not already committed to the 
Paris proposals. Their object is to ask for explanations of those proposals, 
not to deal with details of proposals already accepted. The Allied repre- 
sentatives should therefore not be expected to do more than reiterate and 
expound the Allied offer comprised in the threefold programme elaborated 
at Paris, and endeavour to persuade the Greek and Turkish delegates to 
accept this programme. Their first duty will be to urge on the Angora 
Government the conclusion of an armistice, to which the Greek Government 
have already agreed,‘ and to which the Angora Government have, according 
to M. Poincaré, expressed to Colonel Mougin their readiness to agree also.5 
Their next duty will be to recommend and explain to both Greeks and Turks 
the peace conditions drawn up at Paris. 

5. M. Poincaré in his note of the 15th May® expressed the confident hope 
that personal contact would have the result of securing acceptance of these 
conditions. In this case the preliminary meeting, its object having been 
attained, could be transformed into the conference contemplated by the 
Paris programme for the discussion in detail of the peace conditions and for 
the elaboration of a preliminary draft of the final settlement. 

6. But should M. Poincaré’s confidence prove to have been misplaced, 
and should the peace conditions not be accepted in principle, there would 
remain no question for discussion or negotiation between the Allies and 
belligerent representatives. At the most, the former could take note, for 
reference to their Governments, of the various and, doubtless, mutually 
conflicting counter-propositions which may be brought forward by the 
Greeks and Turks. In that case, the preliminary conference would come 
to an end, since the offer proceeding from the Paris Conference of March 
would have been definitely repudiated. 

7. As regards the place at which the preliminary meeting is to be held, 
His Majesty’s Government strongly object to a meeting on Nationalist 
territory. They are equally opposed, for practical reasons, to a meeting 
on shipboard. They see no more reason for consulting in this respect the 
convenience of the Angora Government than that of the Greek Government, 
who have suggested Athens or Corfu for the meeting; nor is it clear that the 
presence of Mustapha Kemal Pasha in person is necessary, seeing that, 
according to recent reports, it seems doubtful whether he would be entitled 
to represent the Grand National Assembly of Angora as the sole and 


* See No. 571. 5 See No. 680. 6 Not printed. See No. 630. 
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responsible head of that body. His Majesty’s Government therefore maintain 
their preference for Beicos, or possibly Prinkipo, as the meeting place, 
though they would be prepared to consider any alternative suggested by the 
French Government which would not be open to the objections above 
explained. 

8. His Majesty’s Government cannot assent to the doctrine that the 
resolution passed by the Supreme Council on the 1oth August, 1921,7 
either altered or was intended to alter the law of nations with regard to the 
right of search; but they are quite prepared to consider any scheme con- 
sistent with that law, by which the export of arms to any belligerent which 
refused to accept the armistice might be checked or wholly prevented. 

9g. His Majesty’s Government trust that the French Government, in 
expressing their desire to make the strengthening of the minority clauses 
conditional upon acceptance by the belligerents, do not mean to imply that 
any objection on the latter’s part would be considered a sufficient reason for 
the Allied Governments to cease from insisting on effective safeguards. In 
view of the recent disclosures of atrocities committed against racial minorities, 
His Majesty’s Government deem it essential to demand acceptance of really 
adequate measures for the protection of surviving minorities in Thrace and 
Asia Minor. These measures, as the French Government are aware, have 
still to be worked out by experts, and there is no question of the consideration 
of specific arrangements at the preliminary meeting. The Allied representa- 
tives at that meeting should make it clear that, when the moment comes for 
framing the actual measures, the Allied Governments reserve to themselves 
the right, in the interests of both Greek and Turkish nationals, to exercise 
the widest latitude in the interpretation of the minorities resolution of the 
Paris Conference. 

7 See No. 345. 


No. 700 


The Earl of Balfour to Mr. Bentinck (Athens) 
No. 142 Telegraphic [E 7472/27/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, july 28, 1922, 4.30 p.m. 

I have received from the Greek Chargé d’Affaires here an advance copy 
of a letter addressed to me by the Greek Minister for Foreign Affairs, the 
original of which 1s said to have been handed to you for transmission.! 

Substance of this letter is that in view of uncertainty and prolonged burdens 
of present situation, Greek government must consider the most efficacious 
means of putting an end to the conflict. 

We are not clear as to what this means.2, Have Greek government in 
view any particular method of ending the conflict? We are loth to connect 
this in any way with threat to Constantinople referred to in your telegram 
No. 260 (of July 26th).3 But in view of discussion in Greek press of desir- 


1 See No. 697. 2 Cf. No. 698. 3 Not printed. 
898 





ability of ending war by occupation of Constantinople, it would perhaps be 
well for you to point out to Minister for Foreign Affairs that a Greek advance 
on Constantinople would be resisted by allied forces of occupation and 
might entail the most serious consequences for Greece.‘ 

You should add that we hope to be in a position shortly to invite Greek 
government to send delegates to a meeting at Beicos or elsewhere with 
representatives of allies and delegates of Constantinople and Angora govern- 
ments. In present circumstances therefore any precipitate action by Greek 
government is highly undesirable.5 

Repeated to Paris No. 246 by bag, Rome No. 206 and Constantinople 
No. 281. 

4 Cf. No. 608. 

5 In his telegram No. 143, also of July 28, the Earl of Balfour added: ‘. . . I can scarcely 
believe that Greek government can do anything so insane as to attack territory in allied 
occupation. But tone of telegrams from Athens and Constantinople is increasingly alarmist 
and you should take any further steps which you think appropriate to prevent such a 
calamity. ...’ In his telegrams No. 250 to Paris and No. 209 to Rome of July 29, the Earl 
of Balfour instructed Sir M. Cheetham and Sir R. Graham as follows: ‘. . . Please communi- 


cate substance [of telegrams, Nos. 142 and 143 to Athens] to the government to which you 
are accredited. ...’ 


No, 701 


Mr, Bentinck (Athens) to the Earl of Balfour (Received July 29, 8.30 a.m.) 
No. 268 Telegraphic [E 7514/5/44] 


ATHENS, July 28, 1922, 10 p.m. 

My telegram No. 264.} 

Chief of General Staff told Military Attaché to-day that troops in Thrace 
had been reinforced by drafts from Athens and by Macedonian 1910 and 
1911 classes recently called up to sufficient strength to maintain Sévres 
frontiers in Thrace. He did not know what troops had been transferred 
from Asia Minor as that was arranged from Smyrna. He added that Greeks 
certainly did not contemplate attacking British troops. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 140. 

1 This telegram had stated: ‘... French minister believes that Stratos is pushing govern- 


ment to consent to advance on Constantinople but that Gounaris and Minister for 
Foreign Affairs are opposed... .’ 


No. 702 
The Earl of Balfour to M. Karakhan' 
[E 7198/76/44]* 
Unnumbered Telegraphic FOREIGN OFFICE, July 28, 1922 


The British Government have received with surprise your telegram of 
July 19th protesting against the action of the Greek fleet in the Black Sea.? 


' Acting Commissary for Foreign Affairs, Moscow. 
2 M. Karakhan’s telegram ran: ‘Dans le memorandum rémis 4 la delegation sovietiste 
a Génes les répresentants des gouvernements de |’Entente proposent au gouvernement de la 
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The fact that the Allied Governments at Genoa invited the Russian 
Soviet Government to co-operate with them for the purpose of establishing 
peace in the Near East presupposed a state of war which, in fact, exists 
between Greece and Angora, and of which belligerent naval operations, 
such as blockade measures, and the destruction of the enemy’s stocks of 
munitions, even if these munitions have been supplied by a Power which, 
as the protest states, is profoundly penetrated by the spirit of peace, are 
perfectly legitimate incidents. The Greeks have not, so far as the British 
Government are aware, violated any of the recognised rules of war in their 
naval action in the Black Sea, and are clearly entitled to carry on their 
operations so long as a state of war exists. 

In regard to the passage of Greek ships of war through the Straits, the 
pre-war arrangements in regard to the neutrality of the latter were terminated 
by the passage of the ‘Goeben’ and ‘Breslau’ through the Dardanelles 
1914, and by the gratuitous entry of Turkey into the war against the Allie; 
and, pending new international arrangements, the Straits are open to wal- 
ships of all nations, except in so far as this may be incompatible with the 
armistice with Turkey of October 1918. The Greeks are therefore perfectly 
entitled to pass freely through the Straits into the Black Sea. 

In conclusion, I may observe that your present telegram gives no indication 
that the Soviet Government, whilst protesting against the failure of the 
Allies to prevent hostilities carried on by Greece, has, on its part, made any 
effort to hinder the Angora Government from continuing warlike operations. 


République russe, aussi bien qu’au gouvernement d’Angora, de contribuer a |’établissement 
de la paix en Asie Mineure. Profondement pénétré de l’esprit pacifique, le gouvernement 
russe cherche sincérement la réalisation de cette paix; par contre les gouvernements de 
l’Entente, dont émane la proposition concernant le rétablissement de la paix en Ast 
Mineure, n’empéchent pas les Grecs de violer cette paix au détriment, aussi bien de "6 
intéréts que des intéréts du gouvernement ami d’Angora.’ 


No. 703 


Mr. Bentinck (Athens) to the Earl of Balfour (Received Fuly 29, 5.15 p.m.) 
No. 269 Telegraphic [E 7517/5/44] 


Urgent ATHENS, July 29, 1922, 12 p.Ml. 


My telegram No. 262.! 

Minister for Foreign Affairs has just handed to my colleagues and to me 
long note? of which copy was, he said, being handed to you today.’ 

Note states that Greek government have come to the conclusion that 
only the occupation of Constantinople will bring about conclusion of peace 
and requests allies to give necessary orders to occupying troops. 


t No. 697. 
2 Of July 16/29, not printed. The text of this note is printed in Frangulis, vol. 1: 


Pp- 391-3. 
3 Cf. No. 705, n. 2, below. 
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I told Minister for Foreign Affairs that I was still without instructions‘ 
and could only remind him of our conversation two days ago (my telegram 
No. 263).5 Minister repeated that he took note of what I said and that orders 
to advance had not yet been issued. I again drew attention to need of 
avoiding any regrettable incidents. 

See Mr. Lindley’s telegram No. 258.° 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


4 Instructions had, however, been despatched by the Foreign Office (see No. 700). 


5 No. 698. 6 No. 693, n. 3. 
No. 704 
Mr. Henderson (Constantinople) to the Earl of Balfour 
(Receiwed July 30, 9 a.m.) 


No. 322 Telegraphic [E 7524/19/44] 


CONSTANTINOPLE, July 29, 1922, 6.30 p.m. 
My telegram No. 317.! 
French High Commissioner has now received necessary instructions? 
and accepts text given in my telegram No. 3183 for communication to 
Angora. 


t Of July 27, not printed. This referred to Sir M. Cheetham’s Paris telegram No. 384 of 
July 19, repeated to Constantinople as Foreign Office telegram No. 276, which stated: ‘... 
the French Government ... agree to accept offer of International Red Cross and to selection 
of members of the two commissions by that body. They likewise agree to request facilities 
of governments of Athens and Angora, and they will send necessary instructions to Constan- 
tinople as desired.’ 

2 Sir M. Cheetham reported on July 29 in his telegram No. 398: ‘French representative 
at Constantinople and Athens have been instructed by telegraph to join British and Italian 
colleagues in drafting and despatching note to Governments of Angora and Athens re- 
garding atrocities commissions.’ 

3 Of July 27. This transmitted to the Foreign Office a draft communication to Athens 
and Angora which Mr. Henderson had submitted to his colleagues. It ran: ‘Governments 
of French Republic, Great Britain, Italy and United States of America have been deeply 
moved by accounts of sufferings to which certain elements amongst the population of 
Asia Minor are alleged to have been exposed. They have consequently considered it 
indispensable in the interests of humanity and justice that an impartial enquiry should 
be instituted as soon as possible in order to verify on the spot the truth of allegations of ill- 
treatment inflicted on these populations, be they Mussulman or Christian. With this object 
in view, International Red Cross has been invited to constitute two commissions composed 
of neutral delegates which will be charged with prosecution of this enquiry in Eastern 
Anatolia, and more especially in the Black Sea coastal regions, as well as in territory in 
occupation of Greek forces. 

‘High Commissioners undersigned trust that Government of Angora (Greek Government) 
will notify at earliest possible moment its concurrence in this humanitarian proposal and 
will undertake to facilitate in every way task of commission.’ 

In his telegram No. 283 of July 29, the Earl of Balfour approved this draft, provided the 
last paragraph were amended as follows: ‘Greek Government has already signified its 
acceptance of this proposal, and undersigned High Commissioners trust that (to Athens 
only) it will confirm, (to Angora only) Government of Angora will notify, its concurrence 
in this, &c.’ 


gol 


I understand from him that French government has sent instructions to 
Athens to make communication there direct. 

Procedure for making request to Greek government would seem matter 
(? of indifference) provided that it is on identic lines and I presume that you 
will authorise His Majesty’s representative at Athens accordingly. 


No. 705 


The Earl of Balfour to Mr. Bentinck (Athens) 
No. 146 Telegraphic [E 7517/5]44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, july 29, 1922, 9 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 269.? 

I have not so far received further Greek note,? but must express my 
astonishment that request for permission to occupy Constantinople should 
have been put forward by Greek government who must, from repeated 
declarations of His Majesty’s Government, be aware that allies are quite 
determined not to consent to such proposal. Have you not received my 
previous telegrams} enjoining you to make this once more quite clear to 
Greek government? 

1 No. 703. 

2 M. Rizo-Rangabé’s communication enclosing the note was dated July 30; it was not 


received in the Foreign Office until August 1. 
3 No. 700 and No. 700, n. 5. 


No. 706 


Mr. Bentinck (Athens) to the Earl of Balfour (Received July 30, 9 a.m.) 
No. 271 Telegraphic [E 7519/5/44] 


Urgent ATHENS, july 29, 1922, 9.30 p.m. 

On receipt of your telegram No. 143,' I immediately informed French 
Minister and then read substance carefully to Minister for Foreign Affairs 
and drew his serious attention to second paragraph of Constantinople 
telegram No. 320.? 

Minister for Foreign Affairs authorized me to assure you and Constani- 
nople most positively that there was no cause for alarm. Greek forces would 
on no account enter neutral zone without consent of the allies. Greek 
government had asked for allied consent in their second note? and they would 

1 No. 700, n. 5. 

2 Of July 28, not printed. This had reported that the French and Italian High Com- 
missioners were informing their Governments that the Allied Military Command were 
taking measures to resist by force any encroachment on the neutral zone. It went on to say, 
however, that the two High Commissioners were pointing out to their Governments that the 
allied force at Constantinople was insufficient for any serious resistance. 

3 See No. 703, n. 2. 
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await allied reply before taking further action. I referred to grave danger 
of rash acts on the part of the army at the frontier. Minister for Foreign 
Affairs said there was no danger; most stringent orders had been issued 
again this morning to prevent any incidents. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


No. 707 


Mr. Bentinck (Athens) to the Earl of Balfour (Received Fuly 30, 9 a.m.) 
No. 273 Telegraphic [E 7521/5/44] 


Urgent ATHENS, July 29, 1922, 9.30 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 143! reached me before your telegram No. 142. 

In view of extreme urgency I took immediate action. On receipt of your 
telegram No. 142 I embodied. . .3 both telegrams in an aide-mémoire 
which I have just handed to Minister for Foreign Affairs. Latter read it 
carefully and appeared to be relieved at the decided attitude taken by 
His Majesty’s Government. He evidently has difficulty with his colleagues 
(see my telegram No. 264*). 

I again referred to dangers which might arise from Greek troops being 
massed on the frontier, but he said that Minister of War said that troops 
were not on the frontier. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs thanked me for news contained in final 
paragraph of your telegram No. 142 which, he said, would greatly facilitate 
matter. 

I am keeping in close touch with both my allied colleagues. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


1 No. 700, n. 5. 2 No. 700. 3 The text is here uncertain. 
4 See No. 701, n. 1. 


No. 708 


Mr. Henderson (Constantinople) to the Earl of Balfour 
(Received July 30, 2.30 p.m.) 
No. 323 Telegraphic [E 7525[5/44] 
Very urgent CONSTANTINOPLE, July 30,! 1922, 10.30 a.m. 


My telegram No. 320.2 
Situation has been developing rapidly. General Officer Commanding- 
in-Chief who made a tour of inspection yesterday! along Thracian frontier 


1 This telegram was drafted on July 29. 2 Not printed. See No. 706, n. 2. 
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and held meeting with allied generals this morning now takes most serious 
view. 

He is telegraphing to War Office that in light of information which is 
now at his disposal he considers that movement is directed against allies. 
He urges that immediate joint action be taken at Athens to warn Greek 
government against folly of step which they to all appearances contemplate. 

In all other respects I venture to refer you to his telegram.3 

French and Italian High Commissioners raised this afternoon question 
of Greek ships at Constantinople and asked me to join in telegraphing our 
governments to suggest either stricter neutrality of port be at once enforced 
and ships ordered to leave or that permission for ships to leave should be 
refused in order that they be treated as hostages against any act of aggres- 
sion. I agreed to telegraph on the subject of Greek ships since action to be 
taken with regard to them in the event of anything occurring was matter for 
decision of our governments. I said I would much prefer Greek ships to remain 
here as I considered them to be potential hostages. As a matter of fact their 
presence here is re-assuring rather than otherwise while their departure 
might constitute first warning signal of a Greek move. But I pointed out 
that it was difficult for allies to take any action prior to such a move. 

In point of fact (?I presume that) in the event of Greek troops coming 
into collision with allied forces Greek ships if they are still at Constantinople 
will be at once interned by allied naval authorities here. I have again seen 
Greek chargé d’affaires+ and warned him against madness of any precipitate 
action which would bring Greece into conflict with the allied powers includ- 
ing Great Britain since we had no intention of permitting any violation of 
neutral zone. 

I told him that Greece had possibly a trump card to play but that if she 
played it too early she would lose the game. He was somewhat evasive in his 
replies but gave me a half-hearted assurance that if any action were taken 
it would be notified in advance to Powers. 

I am still unwilling to believe that Greek troops will cross the frontier 
without warning. View of concentration given in second paragraph of my 
telegram No. 313 5 appears more probable. Greece is undoubtedly determined 
to force a solution of Near East impasse. But her absolute determination in 
in that respect, reckless though it may be, can scarcely be so reckless as to 
risk armed encounter with allied forces. 

In any case I now deprecate any delay in giving precise and definite 
warning at Athens. Position on neutral zone frontier with Greek troops 
massed on it is such that incident might at any moment occur and grow to 
very large dimensions. (? In fact) I hear slight incident has already occurred 
in which one or more Turkish (? gendarmes) were wounded. 

Sent to Athens No. 79. 


3 No. 2015 of July 30, not printed. 


4 M. Charalambos Simopoulos, who had replaced M. Triantaphyllakos. 
S No. 691. 
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No. 709 


Mr. Bentinck (Athens) to the Earl of Balfour (Received July 31, 8.30 a.m.) 
No. 274 Telegraphic [E 7522/5/44] 


ATHENS, July 30, 1922, 5 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 146.! 

I handed copy to Minister for Foreign Affairs explaining that it was in 
answer tomy telegram? about second note and a point blank refusal. Minister 
for Foreign Affairs said he understood situation perfectly. He added that 
Minister of War had to-day shown him telegram from Commander-in- 
Chief in Thrace assuring him that we need have no fears of an advance or 
any rash acts. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


' No. 705. 2 No. 703. 


No. 710 


Mr. Bentinck (Athens) to the Earl of Balfour (Received July 31, 8.30 a.m.) 
No. 275 Telegraphic [E 7530/5/44] 


ATHENS, July 30, 1922, 5.30 p.m. 

Smyrna telegrams Nos. 62! and 63.? 

Minister for Foreign Affairs expected that proclamation would be pub- 
lished in Athens this evening. Decisions were as foreshadowed in Mr. 
Lindley’s telegram No. 250.3 I had heard that a royal prince would be 
made viceroy, but Minister for Foreign Affairs denied this. 

Repeated to Constantinople and Smyrna. 


! Of July 29, to Constantinople, not printed. 

2 Of July 30. This ran: ‘Proclamation published this morning by Greek High Commis- 
sioner states that he is authorised by Greek government to inform all populations of occupied 
countries, of the decision arrived at concerning future organization of western Asia Minor, 
execution of which has been entrusted to himself. Further proclamation will follow shortly 
indicating precise nature of such urgent measures as are regarded as immediately applicable. 
Text of the decisions alluded to is annexed to this proclamation but I presume that it has 
been published in Athens.’ The French text of this proclamation is printed by Frangullis, 
vol. 11, p. 388. 

3 No. 685. 
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No. 711 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Earl of Balfour 
(Received Fuly 31, 11.55 a.m.) 
No. 324 Telegraphic [E 7584/5/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, July 31, 1922, 5.45 @.m. 


Mr. Henderson’s telegram No. 323.! 

I returned to Constantinople this morning? and called a meeting of allied 
high commissioners, general officer commanding-in-chief, allied generals, 
and admirals this evening to discuss situation and certain preventive and 
precautionary measures which general officer commanding-in-chief proposed 
to take in view of its critical nature. General Harington had suggested 
inter alia that Greek warships be ordered to remain at their anchorages, 
that all further movements of Greek troops between Mudania and Rodosto 
be stopped, and that allied warships should make demonstrations on flanks 
of Thracian frontier or elsewhere. 

In view of Greek Minister for Foreign Affairs’ assurances reported in 
Athens telegram No. 271,3 I was strongly opposed to any action which 
might force the very issue which we desired to avoid. I said that whereas I 
considered measures taken by General Harington as wise and adequate 
and as having materially assisted in restraining Greeks from precipitate 
action we must now await views, particularly on such vital matters as action 
of fleet, of our governments which were fully cognisant of whole situation 
and possible contingencies which might arise out of it. 

French high commissioner urged that it was not sufficient merely to reply 
to Greek government that the Allies would not permit Greek advance on 
Constantinople. Effective guarantees against such advance should be exacted. 
These might consist in insistence on withdrawal from Thrace of all troops 
recently transferred there, on withdrawal of (? remaining) Greek forces to 
a distance of five kilometres from frontier, as well as in enforcement of 
stricter neutrality of Constantinople by suppression of Greek naval base and 
military mission here. 

Since I consider principal danger of situation to lie in possible results of a 
frontier (? incident) I agree that it might be desirable to request Greek 
government to withdraw its troops to a certain distance from frontier. 
Whereas also presence of Greek warships at Constantinople has always 
tended to complicate situation this consideration applies with still greater 
force at present juncture. 

My own opinion is that Greek menace to Constantinople is 50% bluff and 
50% serious. But in any case I must lay stress on importance of early expres- 
sion of views of His Majesty’s Government on situation as described in 
telegrams sent from here. Excited state of mind of Greek troops in Thrace 


™ No. 708. 
2 Sir H. Rumbold returned on July 30; this telegram was drafted that day. 
3 No. 706. 
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and possibility of an advance without perhaps sanction of government must 
be taken into consideration and provided for. 

French general officer commanding states that his latest information 
from frontier is that all is quiet there but that there is considerable move- 
ment of material on back line. 

Repeated to Athens No. 80. 


4 In a private letter of August 8 to Mr. Oliphant, Sir H. Rumbold wrote as follows: 
*, .. The full conference was interesting for the following reason, which I have not reported 
officially. It was evident from the outset that the French were out to make the most of the 
Greek threat to Constantinople in pursuance of their policy of downing the Greeks. 
Harington’s energetic attitude therefore delighted them and the interesting spectacle was 
presented of Pellé, and in a lesser degree Garroni, slobbering over Harington, telling him 
what a fine fellow he was and what confidence they had in him. When one remembers how 
they both disliked the assumption by Harington, rather more than a year ago, of the 
supreme command over the Allied forces, it was difficult to restrain a smile at this volte 
face. My colleagues have even gone so far as to place their sections of the Inter-allied 
Police at Harington’s disposal. As you recollect, they have always disputed Harington’s 
claim to command the Inter-allied Police. 

“There is no doubt Harington has done very well indeed in this crisis and that his prompt 
measures did more than anything else to nip the Greek adventure in the bud. It was there- 
fore all the more embarrassing for me to have to damp down, at the meeting, the premature 
proposals for action against the Greek ships. Brock and I found ourselves in opposition in 
this matter to Harington, egged on by the Allied High Commissioners, Generals, etc. In 
fact I was a wet-blanket at the meeting rather, I think, to the mortification of Pellé. Coming 
fresh from England it was perhaps more easy to take an objective view. I hope the crisis 
is now over. Anyway we have had two or three days’ calm... .’ 


No. 712 


Mr. Bentinck (Athens) to the Earl of Balfour (Received August 1, 8.30 a.m.) 
No. 278 Telegraphic [E 7620/5 /44] 


Urgent ATHENS, July 31, 1922, 9.30 p.m. 
Constantinople telegram No. 324.! 
I entirely agree with views of Sir H. Rumbold in second paragraph. 
We have refused Greeks request to enter Constantinople and Greek 
government have not, I am convinced, the slightest intention of acting 
contrary to wishes of His Majesty’s Government. I think my French and 
Italian colleagues here are fully aware of this and appear to take calm and 
reasonable view of the situation. Danger which we fear is frontier incidents 
and everything tending to create excitement should be avoided. In present 
frame of mind of both Greek and French [Turk] latter appear just as likely 
as former to provoke an incident but military attaché thinks the whole 
Greek army is in such terror of Greek commander-in-chief that there is little 
likelihood of an advance without his authority. My colleagues and I propose 


1 No. 711. 
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to-day to suggest to Minister for Foreign Affairs advisability of withdrawing 
troops from frontier if they are really there but I most strongly deprecate 
any kind of demonstrations on our part or any of the extreme measures 
mentioned in the first paragraph and third paragraph of Sir H. Rumbold’s 
telegram. My Italian colleague read out a paragraph from a telegram he 
had received from Constantinople suggesting a naval demonstration against 
Greeks. He agreed with me that such a suggestion was ridiculous. 

I venture to hope that His Majesty’s Government will not countenance 
any wild measures proposed by either of our allies of an unfriendly nature 
towards Greeks. I see no need to exact ‘effective guarantees’ as French 
High Commissioner at Constantinople suggests. Greek government appear 
ready and anxious to do whatever His Majesty’s Government advise and 
would I think withdraw from frontier if requested by His Majesty’s Govern 
ment. 

At the same time I venture again to impress on you that situation in the 
country will not permit Greeks to wait on indefinitely for a settlement which 
French policy seems determined to block. Views of French minister re- 
ported in my telegram No. 270? appear to me and to those of my colleagues 
with whom I have discussed situation to be correct interpretation of Greek 
attitude and pleasure shown by Minister for Foreign Affairs at receiving 
message in last paragraph of your telegram No. 1423 lends colour to this. 

Mr. Lindley should reach London to-day.‘ I think that he will agree 
with above.’ 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


2 Of July 30 not printed. This reported the French Minister as saying that the object f 
the so-called threat to Constantinople was ‘to force the powers to reach immediate decision 
and to show the Greek people that government is not asleep or to blame.’ 

3 No. 700. 

4 Mr. Lindley had left Athens for London on leave on 24 July. 

5 On August 2, the Earl of Balfour replied in his telegram No. 151: ‘You will have seen 
from my telegram No. 290 [No. 714, below] to Sir H. Rumbold that I share in general the 
views held by you. 

‘I take this opportunity to record my appreciation of the language held by you and your 
general attitude in the present difficult circumstances.’ 


No. 713 


Mr. Bentinck (Athens) to the Earl of Balfour (Received August 1, 8.30 4.m.) 
No. 280 Telegraphic [E 7600/5 [44] 
ATHENS, July 31, 1922, 9.30 p.m 

My telegram No. 274.! 

My colleagues have at last received their instructions which are to take 
joint action. We therefore handed in identic note to Minister for Foreign 
Affairs this evening (my note was in English) to the effect that we wer 

™ No. 709. 
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instructed to say that allied governments must refuse to take measures 
requested by Greek government in their second note? and that orders had 
been given to inter-allied military command to repel by force every military 
movement directed against zone occupied by allied troops. 

Although I had already handed to Minister for Foreign Affairs messages 
conveyed in your three telegrams? I considered myself justified in associating 
myself with my colleagues in view of instructions contained in your telegram 
No. 143.4 

We added a personal suggestion to Minister for Foreign Affairs that 
troops should be withdrawn from frontier to avoid any incident. Minister 
for Foreign Affairs took notes and said he would enquire of General Staff as 
he still maintained that Greek troops were not on frontier and at any rate 
not in contact with allied forces. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs again enquired whether early decision could 
be reached on whole Eastern question. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


2 Not printed. See No. 703, n. 2. 

3 No. 700, No. 700, n. 5, and No. 705. 

4 No. 700, n. 5. Further instructions, which in effect approved the action taken, were 
transmitted to Mr. Bentinck in Foreign Office telegram, No. 147 of August 1, not printed. 


No. 714 


The Earl of Balfour to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 290 Telegraphic [E 7584/5/44] 
Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, August 1, 1922, 3 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 324 (of goth July).! 

For attitude of His Majesty’s Government towards Greek proposal see my 
telegram to Athens No. 147 (of to-day).? 

I concur in view expressed in first sentence of paragraph 2 of your telegram 
under reply that certain action especially as advocated by French high 
commissioner might tend to precipitate the very crisis we are most anxious 
to avoid. I would approve all preparations to repel any attack, but I depre- 
cate at present anything in the nature of a demonstration or the exaction 
of severe guarantees. I have no objection to requesting the withdrawal of 
Greek troops to any distance from the frontier that you may consider 
reasonable. But the request must presumably be made by the three powers 
acting together, and it must be a request and not a command. 

Repeated to Athens No. 148 and Rome No. 213. 

Copy to Paris by bag. 


! No. 711. 2 Not printed. See No. 713, n. 4. 
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No. 715 


Mr. Bentinck (Athens) to the Earl of Balfour (Received August 2, 3.45 p-m.} 
No. 281 Telegraphic (E 7678/5/44| 


Very urgent ATHENS, August 2, 1922, 2.15 p.m. 


I handed urgent note to Minister for Foreign Affairs this morning with a 
telegram from General Harington to War Office M.I. August rst' about 
Greek reconnaissance of allied front.? 

Minister for Foreign Affairs was in the middle of cabinet council and 
said he would read note and telegram to other ministers and have immediate 
instructions issued to Greek commander-in-chief in the sense desired. He 
begged me to telegraph this at once to you and to General Harington. 

Just as I was leaving, Italian chargé d’affaires entered with similar infor- 
mation from Constantinople to that contained in General Harington’s 
telegram. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 147. 


! This ran: ‘Whatever assurances of Greek Government may be fact remains that Greek 
troops and aeroplanes have actively reconnoitred Allied front to-day leading to Greek 
casualties. Greek Command cannot possibly imagine that Allies intend to attack them; 
therefore any reconnaissance of this nature must be considered as an offensive reconnaissance. 
I hope that Athens Government will be advised to make this clear to Greek Commander. 
Incidents such as occurred to-day may rapidly develop into violation of neutral frontier 
which I shall be unable to ignore and the responsibility will lie entirely with Greek Com- 
mander.’ 

2 On August 3, Sir H. Rumbold in his telegram No. 332, reported as follows: ‘On 
August 1st, Greek patrol crossed frontier line and was fired on by Turkish gendarmerie post 
losing three killed. 

‘In order to prevent recurrence of similar incidents General Officer Commanding-in- 
Chief is sending General Mombelli accompanied by British and French officers to exchange 
maps with Greek corps commander in order to ensure that frontier is clearly defined and 
to obtain an undertaking that both sides shall be held back to a fixed distance and that 
patrols and aircraft shall not cross the line.’ 


No. 716 


Mr. Bentinck (Athens) to the Earl of Balfour (Received August 2, 8.35 p.m.) 
No. 283 Telegraphic [E 7697/5/44] 


Viry urgent ATHENS, August 2, 1922, 6 p.m. 

My telegram No. 281.! 

Minister for Foreign Affairs has just sent me urgent letter to say that after 
seeing General Harington’s telegram Minister of War, who had not pre- 
viously heard of incident, has telegraphed to Greek Commander-in-Chief 
giving strictest orders :— 

' No. 715. 


gI0 


1. To take immediate steps to prevent every incident between troops. 

2. To punish severely those responsible for incident. 

3. To arrange dispositions of troops so as to prevent any repetition of 
such incidents. 


Minister of War himself came to me in haste after meeting of Council of 
Ministers and gave me same information which he begged me to telegraph 
urgently to you and to General Harington. He promised to show me result 
of enquiry which he had ordered. 

I warned Minister of War of dangers from frontier incidents and drew 
attention to personal suggestion made to Minister for Foreign Affairs about 
withdrawal from frontier (my telegram No. 280).3 Minister said that 
troops were being withdrawn to villages behind line. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


2 In his telegram No. 285 of August 3, Mr. Bentinck reported as follows: ‘. . . Minister for 
Foreign Affairs called this morning and read out to me telegraphic report from Greek 
Commander-in-Chief received at midnight. 

‘Report states that at 6.30 August 1st 12 Greek soldiers, of whom 6 were unarmed, went 
to look for wood. They crossed frontier by mistake and fell into ambush and were fired on 
and dispersed leaving 3 men behind who they subsequently heard from French Commander 
had been killed by Turkish guard. . . .”, On August 4, in his telegram No. 291, he added: 
‘, .. Minister for Foreign Affairs has sent me extract from report by Greek Commander-in- 
Chief. Report states that Greek soldiers were killed by bayonet and shots fired at close range. 
It denies any reconnaissance was ever ordered or executed by cavalry or aeroplanes as 
stated. No cavalry crossed frontier. Severe orders have again been issued that under no 
pretext is anyone to cross frontier... .’ 

3 No. 713. 


No. 717 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Earl of Balfour 
(Received August 4, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 331 Telegraphic [E 7753/5/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, August 3, 1922, 6 p.m. 


Allied Admirals have communicated to allied High Commissioners a 
draft joint note which they propose to send to Greek admiral here in the 
event of Greek troops crossing in force the boundary of neutral zone. 

In this note they lay down:— 


1. That all Greek men-of-war at ports in the Bosphorous or Sea of 
Marmora are to remain at their anchorage without communication 
with the shore or by wireless telegraph. 

. All such as are at sea in the Sea of Marmora or Black Sea are to return 

to their bases. Base for latter to be anchorage at Kavak. 

All movements of transports or auxiliaries in these waters to cease. 

- No fresh man-of-war, transport or auxiliary to pass Dardanelles. 

. Any infringement of these orders will be repressed by force. 

. Further orders will be (?communicated) as regards disposal Greek 
ships to which orders applied. 


gi! 


Le] 


DU + OO 


I have received further communication from Admiral Brock in which 
he informs me that allied naval units in Smyrna are not in sufficient force 
to protect allied interests there. He therefore considers it advisable that 
allied men-of-war should be withdrawn before any note is presented to 
Greek admiral which might provoke reprisals and has informed allied 
admirals of his intention to withdraw British destroyer from Smyrna before 
any action is taken respecting Greek naval forces at Constantinople. In the 
event of a state of war being declared with Greece, measure will be taken 
to deal with Greek naval forces at Smyrna. 

Repeated to Athens No. 86. 


No. 718 
Letter from the Foreign Office to Secretary of the Admiralty 
[E 7540/5/44] 
Urgent & secret FOREIGN OFFICE, August 3, 1922 


Sir, 

I am directed by the Earl of Balfour to acknowledge the receipt of your 
letter M.0994/22 of the 29th July' requesting that the Lords Commissioners 
of the Admiralty may be informed by him of the decision of His Majesty’s 
Government as to the policy to be adopted regarding the Greco-Turkish 
situation. 

2. In reply I am to transmit to you herewith copies of two telegrams 
which His Lordship has despatched to His Majesty’s High Commissioner 
at Constantinople? and His Majesty’s Chargé d’Affaires at Athens.3 From 
these documents the Lords Commissioners will note that the acting Secretary 
of State is opposed to the adoption of any drastic or dramatic action in 
present circumstances and while the memorandum enclosed in your letter 
will be borne in mind it does not appear that it has yet become necessary 
to put into execution any of the steps [e]laborated therein. 

3. While however the acting Secretary of State is opposed to anything in 
the nature of ostentatious precautions against a danger which is not likely to 
develop, he is of opinion that the Naval authorities at Constantinople and 
in the Mediterranean should be warned that they should quietly make 
what preparations they can to meet any emergency that may arise. 

Iam, &c.,5 


1 Not printed. This referred to a War Office letter of 26 July, 0145/1160(M.I. 2), in 
which the Army Council requested the concurrence of the Lords Commissioners of the 
Admiralty ‘... in informing General Harington that he may rely upon full support from 
the Naval Commander-in-Chief if the Greeks make a move across the neutral line. . .’. 


2 No. 714. 
3 No. 152 of August 2, not printed. See No. 722, n. 2, below. 
+ Not printed. $s Signature lacking in filed copy of original. 
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No. 719 


Mr. Bentinck (Athens) to the Earl of Balfour (Received August 17) 


No. goo [E 8168/5/44] 
ATHENS, August 3, 1922 
My Lord, 

With reference to my telegram No. 288 of to-day,’ I have the honour to 
transmit herewith copy of a third note? from the Greek Minister for Foreign 
Affairs, stating that the decision of the Powers against the occupation of 
Constantinople by the Greeks is an obstacle to decisive action on the part 
of the Greeks for the conclusion of peace. The note draws the serious 
attention of the Powers to the delay which will result in fresh calamities for 
the Christians and perpetuate the intolerable state of affairs in the Near 
East. 

An identic note was also handed to my French and Italian colleagues. It 
is a reply to the atde-mémoire which we handed to the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs on the 31st ultimo,3 as reported in my telegram No. 280 of that date,‘ 
a copy of which is likewise enclosed. 

For convenience of reference I have also the honour to transmit copy of a 
atde-mémotre which I handed to M. Baltazzi on the 29th ultimo,’ before my 
colleagues had received their instructions, as reported in my telegram No. 
273 of the 29th July.® 

I am forwarding copy of this despatch and of its enclosures to His Majesty’s 
High Commissioner at Constantinople. 

I have, &c. 
C. H. BENTINCK 
1 Not printed. 
2 Of August 3, not printed. For text, see Frangulis, vol. ii, pp. 395-6. 
3 For a French text, see Frangulis, vol. ii, p. 393. 
4 No. 713. 5 Not printed. 6 No. 707. 


No. 720 


Mr. Bentinck (Athens) to the Earl of Balfour (Recewed August 4, 8.20 p.m.) 
No. 289 Telegraphic [E 7771/5/44| 
ATHENS, August 4, 1922, 2.45 p.m. 

My immediately preceding telegram.! 

I told Minister for Foreign Affairs that I had done my utmost in reports 
to you to get a calm view taken of situation and I had faithfully reported 
the many assurances which he had given me. He expressed appreciation 
and he renewed above. 

He referred to responsibility of Powers for continuation of war, adding that 
if only Powers had shown a united front and stopped supplies reaching 


t Of August 3, not printed. 
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Kemalists moral effect throughout the East would have been so great that 
peace could have been brought about without any use of force by allies. 

I am informed, indirectly, that Monsieur Stratos’s secretary said that, if 
present démarche on the part of Greece did not induce Powers to take 
serious measures to end present intolerable situation within next two months, 
Greeks would advance on Constantinople at all costs. 

I gathered that Stratos? has support of minister of war,3 in pushing against 
Gounaris and his supporters in cabinet (see my telegram No. 264).* 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


2 Minister of the Interior. 3 M. Theotokis. 
4+ Of July 27, not printed. See No. 7o1, n. 1. 


No. 721 


Mr, Bentinck (Athens) to the Earl of Balfour (Received August 5, 8.30 a.m.) 
No. 298 Telegraphic [E 7781 [5/44] 


ATHENS, August 4, 1922, 10 p.m. 

News contained in Constantinople telegram No. 331! is somewhat dis- 
quieting. It is no doubt prudent to have a plan ready to meet any possible 
danger but I venture to deprecate any measures being actually taken now 
which might imply mistrust of Munister for Foreign Affairs’ assurances 
or which might appear to exaggerate gravity of a situation ata moment when 
calm is of such supreme importance. The above seems to me to apply to 
naval just as much as to military situation. I feel confident that Greek 
government will not act contrary to advice of His Majesty’s Government but 
I much fear lest French may be seeking pretext for trouble possibly in the 
hope of embroiling us with Greeks. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs recently told a mutual friend that one British 
soldier could hold up whole Greek army. This is probably true but present 
state of feeling against French 1s such that sight of a French soldier would be 
merely provocative.” 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


1 No. 717. 

2 In his despatch No. 421 of August 11, not printed, Mr. Bentinck reported to Lord 
Curzon fully on his negotiations with the Greek Government between July 27 and August 4 
Lord Curzon replied in despatch No. 608 of August 28: ‘.. . It isa pleasure to me to expres 
my entire approval of your conduct of the affairs of His Majesty’s Legation in the course 
of this crisis, when you acted throughout with composure and sound sense. I share the 
opinion expressed by you that the danger of a Greek advance on Constantinople cannot 
yet be regarded as having entirely passed.’ 
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No. 722 


Mr. Bentinck (Athens) to the Earl of Balfour (Received August 5, 8.30 a.m.) 
No. 299 Telegraphic [E 7774/5/44} 
Very urgent ATHENS, August 4, 1922, 10 p.m. 

My telegram No. 294.! 

Minister for Foreign Affairs after consultation with principal members of 
Cabinet asked me to communicate following reply to your telegram No. 
152,? begins. 

Minister of War has telegraphed to Commander-in-Chief instructing 
him to accept proposal contained in General Harington’s telegram No. 
20373 regarding fixing of neutral zone between two armies and to retire in 
accordance with General Harington’s suggestion, reply ends. 

I have not mentioned subject of this interview to my colleagues. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 

' Of August 4, not printed. 

2 Of August 2. This referred to No. 714 and instructed Mr. Bentinck to inform the Greek 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Earl of Balfour’s attitude and to ‘. . . urge him at once, 
though unofficially, to have action taken spontaneously by the Greek authorities without 


delay...’. 
3 Of August 2, not printed. 


No. 723 


Letter from Mr. Oliphant to the Italian Ambassador 1n London 
[E 7660/5/44} 


FOREIGN OFFICE, August 4, 1922 
Your Excellency, 
I have the honour to acknowledge your two memoranda of August Ist,! 
dealing with recent Greek action in Thrace and in Smyrna respectively. 
2. As regards the first, His Majesty’s Government are in agreement with 
the Italian Government that while all possible defensive preparations and 
precautions should be adopted for dealing with a possible Greek threat to 
Constantinople, offensive demonstrations of the nature proposed by General 
Harington? might have the effect of precipitating the very crisis it is desired 
to avoid, and should not, therefore, be authorised in present circumstances. 
This view of His Majesty’s Government has already been telegraphed to 
Constantinople.3 
3. As regards the use of Turkish forces for the defence of Constantinople, 
His Majesty’s Government are also in agreement with the Italian Govern- 
ment and have telegraphed to the British authorities at Constantinople 
' Not printed. 2 See No. 711. 3 See No. 714. 
4 In Foreign Office telegram No. 297 of August 4, not printed. 
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that they would deprecate the employment of these troops although they 
are prepared to leave the final decision to General Harington in case of a 
crisis. 

4. As regards the Greek proclamation in Asia Minor,’ His Majesty's 
Government are still awaiting detailed information and are consequently 
unable to express an opinion as to the necessity of any reservation on the 
part of the allied governments. Their view is that the Greek Government 
are entitled to adopt any administration they may consider suitable in 
respect of territory of which they are in military occupation, but that they 
are precluded from initiating any régime of a permanent nature since the 
disposition of the territory in question is dependent on the ultimate settle- 
ment between the allies and Turkey.® 

I have, &c., 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 

S$ See No. 710. 

6 On August 10 the Italian Ambassador replied that his government concurred in the 
view ‘,.. that Greece cannot introduce any régime of a permanent character at Smyma 
since the disposal of this territory depends on the final settlement to be arrived at between 
the Allies and Turkey... .’ 


No. 724 


Letter from Mr. Oliphant to the French Ambassador 
[E 7660/5/44) 


FOREIGN OFFICE, August 4, 1922 
Your Excellency, 

I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your memorandum of 
the rst August! on the subject of recent Greek action in Thrace and Asia 
Minor. 

2. Your Excellency informs me that the French Government are in favour 
of adopting certain measures recommended by General Harington,? and 
further suggests that the proposed naval demonstration should take the 
nature of a blockade of the principal Greek ports or ports occupied by 
the Greeks and that the allied governments should immediately declare the 
neutrality of Constantinople and the Straits. The view of His Majesty’s 
Government, which has already been communicated by telegram to 
Constantinople, is that the action proposed might have the effect of pre- 
cipitating the very crisis it is desired to avoid. His Majesty’s Government are 
therefore in favour of adopting all possible precautions and preparations for 
defence, but they are on the other hand opposed to any demonstration of an 
offensive nature such as General Harington has proposed. 

3. As regards the use of the Turkish troops in Constantinople, His Majesty's 
Government agree with the French Government that the proposal is a 
somewhat dangerous one; the British authorities in Constantinople therefore 


1 Not printed. 2 See No. 711. 3 No. 714. 
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have been informed that His Majesty’s Government consider it undesirable 
to make use of these troops, but that in the case of a crisis they are prepared 
to leave the ultimate decision to General Harington.*‘ 

4. As regards the withdrawal of the Greek troops in Thrace, His Majesty’s 
Government would have no objection to the Greek Government being 
requested by the three allied powers to withdraw their troops from the 
neighbourhood of the frontier, and indeed, they have already instructed 
their representative in Athens to suggest to the Greek Government the 
desirability of their taking this step forthwith.5 

5. Your note states that the Greek Government have proclaimed the 
autonomy of Ionia, contrary to the peace conditions elaborated at Paris, 
and suggests that this action calls for a formal reservation on the part of the 
allied representative at Athens. His Majesty’s Government have not yet 
received the text of the Greek proclamation.® But their view is that the 
Greek Government are entitled to administer as they see fit the territory of 
which they are in military occupation, although they are precluded from 
instituting any definite régime by the fact that the future disposition of the 
territory in question will be laid down by the eventual treaty settlement 
between the Allies and Turkey. Before, however, expressing any opinion on 
the necessity of taking action at Athens, His Majesty’s Government must 
await the text of the Greek proclamation. 

I have, &c., 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 


4 See No. 723, n. 4. 5 See No. 714. 6 See No. 710. 


No. 725 
Mr. Bentinck (Athens) to the Earl of Balfour (Received August 5, 7 p.m.) 


No. 300 Telegraphic [E 7785/5/44] 
ATHENS, August 5, 1922, 12.45 p.m. 


Minister for Foreign Affairs handed me last night confidential note! for 
His Majesty’s Government only. 

Note expresses gratitude to His Majesty’s Government for efforts towards 
peace but Greece fears that in view of differences of opinion, negotiations 
in future may prove as in the past. Greek government will thus be forced to 
continue the war, expenses of which can no longer be defrayed by her own 
resources. Greece is obliged to bring this to the serious attention of His 
Majesty’s Government and to renew efforts in London for loan. Greece 
counts upon support of His Majesty’s Government without which position 
won so by much sacrifice will be seriously compromised. 

Copy by first available safe opportunity. Please compare Mr. Lindley’s 
telegrams Nos. 2413 and 244.4 

' Of August 4, not printed. For text, see Frangulis, vol. ii, pp. 396-7. 
2 Athens despatch No. 401 of August 5, not printed. 
3 No. 678. + No. 681. 
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No. 726 


Mr. Bentinck (Athens) to the Earl of Balfour (Received August 6, 8.30 a.m.| 
No. 302 Telegraphic [E 7787/5/44] 
ATHENS, August 5, 1922, 6.45 p.m. 

My telegram No. 2g9.! 

Minister for Foreign Affairs sent his secretary this morning to read to 
me telegraphic report from Greek Commander-in-Chief regarding meeting 
between General Mombelli and Greek General Vlachopoulos. Latter was 
instructed to accept proposal that each side should retreat three kilometres 
behind frontier and to take necessary steps to carry this out.? 

Italian Chargé d’Affaires told me he had been instructed to approach 
Greek government in conjunction with his colleagues to induce them to 
retire. I told him I had not received my instructions and that in view of 
above I was informing you that I did not consider further steps necessary. 
He agreed. 

Italian Chargé d’Affaires is urging upon his government necessity of an 
early decision being reached on eastern question if internal trouble in this 
country is to be avoided. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 

1 No. 722. 

2 On August 8, General Harington reported to the War Office, in his telegram No. 207!, 
as follows: ‘On August 7th Vlachopoulos with authority of General Hadjianestis sent reply 
to proposal made by General Mombelli on my behalf. As regards suggested breadth df 


“No Man’s Land” astride boundary line, he Proposes oon modifications and asks for 
commission to enquire into recent frontier incident. . 


No. 727 


Mr. Bentinck (Athens) to the Earl of Balfour (Recetved August 8, 8.30 a.m.) 
No. 307 Telegraphic [E 7824/5/44] 

ATHENS, August 7, 1922, 9.30 p.M. 

Great joy has been created in Greece by British Prime Minister’s speech. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs and M. Stratos called on me on Saturday evet- 

ing and were most enthusiastic. Latter sees in Prime Minister’s remarks 


acceptance of Greek government’s point of view as contained in their second 
note.?_ I am informed that the King and Doctor Streit} were also delighted. 


t In the House of Commons on August 4. See 157 H.C. Deb. 5 s., cols. 1997-2006. Mr. 
Osborne minuted on August 7: ‘There are two minor errors of fact in the P.M.’s speech. 

(1) The Paris Commission for investigating Greek claims did not agree about Smym; 
we and the French were in favour of its going to Greece, the Italians and Americans wet 
opposed to it. The Japanese were not represented. 

(2) There was preparation for rebellion, if not actual rebellion, in the Pontus and there 
fore to this extent justification for measures of suppression.’ 

2 See No. 703, n. 2. 

3 Dr. G. Streit had been Greek Minister for Foreign Affairs in 1914. He had been # 
companion of King Constantine during his exile. See Vol. XII, No. 441. 





Veniselists join in general rejoicing but are on the whole less enthusiastic. 

Press on the whole is enthusiastic but some anti-government papers less 
so and Veniselist organs somewhat reserved about references to Constan- 
tine. 

M. Stratos’s organ‘ says let England now prove her good will by recog- 
nising the King and granting Greece a loan.5 


4 ‘Ephemeris ton Syzeteseon.’ 

5 Mr. Lindley in his Annual Report, 1922, wrote as follows: 

“Mr. Lloyd George’s Speech on August 4, and what led up to it. 

‘From my arrival in Greece at the beginning of the year, my principal preoccupation had 
been lest a Greek collapse should destroy the lever possessed by His Majesty’s Government 
for obtaining a reasonable settlement with the Turks and a tolerable existence for the 
Christian minorities in Turkey. In May I called the earnest attention of His Majesty’s 
Government to the fact that a settlement must be effected soon if the Greek forces were to 
be an element of negotiation; and I proposed that a final effort should be made to get the 
French and Italians into line and if that failed, and His Majesty’s Government were unwilling 
to act alone, that Greece should be told that she must rely entirely on herself. Late in June I 
again warned His Majesty’s Government that the sands were running out quickly, and that 
it would soon be too late. So impressed was I with the danger, that I requested leave of 
absence earlier than I otherwise should and saw Mr. Lloyd George and Lord Balfour, who 
was at the Foreign Office, as soon as I reached London. The whole situation was reviewed 
at this meeting, and I expressed the conviction that Greece would inevitably collapse in the 
autumn unless she received material and moral help from Great Britain. I felt sure that the 
Eastern question could not be satisfactorily solved by itself, and that the proper line of 
approach was through the question of debts, reparations and security for France. The 
presentation of the Balfour note made such an approach impossible, and neither the Prime 
Minister nor the Acting Secretary of State could find any way out of the deadlock. Mr. Lloyd 
George went straight from the conference to the House of Commons and made his famous 
speech of the 4th August, which was intended to take the place of that material assistance 
which I had postulated as a necessary condition of continued Greek resistance. The speech 
raised a wave of enthusiasm in Greece, and was the occasion of an imposing demonstration 
before His Majesty’s Legation. Parts of it were circulated to the army as an order of the day, 
but it contained no promise that Greece would be allowed to retain any of the fruits of the 
campaign and it produced in the minds of the Turks the feeling that, if they did not act 
quickly, they might find themselves faced by the British. I have thought it of interest, from 
the historical point of view, to explain this incident somewhat fully.’ 


No. 728 


The Earl of Balfour to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 307 Telegraphic [E 7759/5144) 


Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, August 9, 1922, 6 p.m. 
French note! just received in reply to ours of July 27th? defers to our 
objections to preliminary meeting taking place on Nationalist territory or 
on shipboard and expresses readiness to accept any feasible proposal, sole 
object being to select a place to which all three interested parties can send 


' Of August 3, not printed. A copy of this was transmitted to the Foreign Office by 
Sir M. Cheetham in his despatch No. 1821 of August 4, not printed. 


2 No. 699. 
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delegates. It considers that obstacles to Greek or Turkish territory are 
insuperable and that recent events have made neighbourhood of Constanti- 
nople impossible; it therefore suggests the island of Rhodes or a Swiss or 
North Italian town. 

What are your views? 

Please consult with your colleagues and report urgently. 

Repeated to Athens No. 159 and Rome No. 217. 


No. 729 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received August 10, 9.35 p.m.) 
No. 340 Telegraphic [E 7969/76/44] 
Secret CONSTANTINOPLE, August 10, 1922, 5.30 p.m. 

Your telegram No. 302.! 

In present situation and on political grounds I am opposed to request for 
removal of Turkish officials mentioned. A demand of this nature might 
entail fall of entire Cabinet and still further complicate matters at a juncture 
when it 1s (desirable to) avoid complications. I should certainly not cary 
my colleagues with me in a demand for dismissal of Turkish Minister of 
War etc. It would moreover be difficult to make such a demand without 
disclosing sources of information. 

To a certain extent also it would mean closing the stable door after the 
horse had escaped. General Officer Commanding-in-Chief has drawa 
attention of allied generals to these leakages? and I do not think further 
action here is possible.3 Connivance in (sic) allies at thefts of war material 
is a case of disloyalty on their part which however it is difficult to bring 
home to them.‘ 

! Of August 7. This ran: ‘Please telegraph your views on General Harington’s propos 
(see his letter to War Office of July 14th) to remove Turkish Minister of War and Inspects 
General of artillery for traffic in surrendered war material, and on general question of actio0 
to be taken.’ 2 At a meeting of the Allied Generals on July 4, 1922. 

3 On August 14, Lord Curzon, in reply to the War Office letter No. 1052/5946/M.12, 
expressed concurrence with these views of Sir H. Rumbold. 

4 In his telegram to the War Office, No. 2106 of August 18, General Harington, reporting 
a conversation with the Turkish Minister of War, stated : ‘I reminded him forcibly of his owt 
responsibility in this matter [of gun-running to Kemalists]. Whilst admitting leakage, be 
professed it had been done without knowledge of Turkish Government by certain patnionc 
individuals. This, of course, is untrue as Minister of War himself is real head of gun-running 
organization. I told him that he and his brother Ministers had better realise that Cor- 
stantinople had been nearly lost to them by the action of these so-called patriotic individuals 

‘I gave him clearly to understand that I was fully aware of underhand dealings which havt 
been going on for past (?2) years by all concerned and that British Government 
my information. I emphasized point that British hands were quite clean. My kn 
of secret organizations greatly surprised him and he was evidently taken back at my stale 
ment that British Government knows all about it. He will (?inform) (allies) which wil 
frighten (?certain) high officials and do (?good).’ 
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No. 730 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 


No. 308 Telegraphic [E 7759/5/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, August 10, 1922, 10 p.m. 


My telegram No. 307 (August oth: Near East conference).! 

Remainder of French note is to following effect. 

French government are in favour of earliest possible meeting. They agree 
that it is a ‘preliminary conference’ distinct from that proposed at Paris, that 
it will be called without awaiting the conclusion of an armistice, and 
that its object will be to repeat and explain the proposals already made and 
to persuade the Greeks and Turks to accept them. If it succeeds it will at 
once turn into the conference foreshadowed at Paris. If it fails the allies 
will consider whether the Greek and Turkish demands should be taken 
into account. 

The French government would accept any arrangement for allowing 
Greeks right of search while forbidding the export of munitions to either 
belligerent, which would satisfy the allied decision to hold the balance equal 
between the opposing parties. It also considers it necessary to enforce the 
rules of neutrality in the Straits. 

Regarding minorities on either side French government considers that 
safeguards should be made as effective as is compatible with the amour 
propre of Greece and Turkey, but that guarantees have still to be elaborated 
by experts, and it would be premature to strengthen the minorities clauses in 
consideration of facts the exactitude of which has still to be established. 

Repeated to Rome No. 218, Athens No. 161. 


t No. 728. 


No. 731 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir A. Geddes (Washington) and 
Sir R. Graham (Rome) 


No. 249' Telegraphic [E 7965/19/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, August 12, 1922, 6.30 p.m. 


Your telegram No. 311 (August gth).? 

My telegram No. 215 (August 2nd Atrocities enquiry) .3 

Formal reply* has been received from Red Cross agreeing to despatch to 
Greek and Kemalist areas of Anatolia and to Thrace missions capable of 


™ No. 249 to Paris, No. 220 to Rome. 

2 Not traced in the Foreign Office archives. 

3 Not printed. This was telegram No. 256 to Paris, No. 244 to Washington, and No. 215 
to Rome. 

4 In a letter of August 8, not printed. 
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conducting proper investigation, and to communicate subsequent report to 
four governments. 

Red Cross await notification by His Majesty’s Government of acceptance 
by four governments of their plan outlined in my telegram No. 256 to Paris 
and receipt of respective contributions.5 

Meanwhile Red Cross are approaching Athens and Angora. 

Please inform government to which you are accredited (to Rome only) 
and press for reply® to my telegram No. 215. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 311, and Athens No. 164. 


5 In his telegram No. 215 under reference, the Earl of Balfour reported that the Inter- 
national Red Cross: ‘. . . agree to undertake enquiry to following extent; that their missions 
while primarily devoted to improving the lot of populations will supply to our governments 
report on situation. It is suggested that two commissions should each comprise three Red 
Cross representatives and two neutrals, five in all. 

‘Red Cross consider it imperative that no public pronouncement be made pending receipt 
of reply to their suggestions. 

“Red Cross have not necessary funds and request as a sine qua non payment of necessary 
expense in advance. Their present rough estimate is that cost of two commissions of five 
members for two months would amount to one hundred thousand francs or £1,000 from 
each government... .’ 

6 Sir M. Cheetham had already reported in his telegram No. 412 of August 7: ‘M. 
Poincaré does not raise objections to the proposals of International Red Cross, though he is 
doubtful of utility of changing original plan. He cannot, however, advance money required 
without authorisation of Parliament, and adds that it would be difficult for him to justify 
a demand to this effect.’ 


No. 732 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Mr. Bentinck (Athens) 
No. 165 Telegraphic [E 7842/5/44] 


Urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, August 12, 1922, 10 p.m. 


Corrected version of your telegram No. 287 (of August 3rd)! has now been 
considered together with Sir H. Lamb’s telegram No. 65 to Constantinople! 
giving summary of decisions. 

From these it appears that Greek government have proclaimed that 
Smyrna (or western Asia Minor) cannot return to Turkish administration 
and that they are therefore called upon to institute another administration 
and to elaborate an organic statute. 

You should join with your colleagues in registering a formal reservation 
in respect of these claims and proceedings, and remind Greek government 
that while they are entitled to administer as may seem best the territory of 
which they are in military occupation, they are precluded from initiating any 
régime of a permanent nature by the fact that the future disposition of the 
territory in question is dependent on the eventual treaty settlement between 
the Allies and Turkey. 

' Not printed. 
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The French and Italian ambassadors have been informed of the substance 
of these instructions. 

Repeated to Constantinople No. 312 (also for Smyrna), Paris No. 259 
(by bag), and Rome No. 222. 


No. 733 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received August 13, 2.30 p.m.) 


No. 343 Telegraphic [E 8017/5/44| 


Urgent CONSTANTINOPLE, August 13, 1922, 11.55 a.m. 


Your telegram No. 307.! 

My colleagues and I recommend that preliminary conference should 
meet at Venice as soon as possible. There are objections of a practical 
character to Rhine [stc] and a town in Switzerland 1s too far. 

We are also agreed that it is very necessary that there should be no mis- 
apprehension as to character and scope of this preliminary conference. 
This is all the more important in view of French conception of rdle devolving 
on high commissioners at conference as defined in the paragraph of French 
memorandum of July 13th,? beginning ‘en ce qui concerne les conditions 
générales de paix’ and ending ‘pourraient leur étre présentées’ . 

I have drawn attention of my colleagues to paragraph 4 of your memo- 
randum of July 27th* defining réle of allied representatives at preliminary 
conference. This differs in very important respects from the French view. 
My colleagues and I, therefore, hope to be furnished with precise and 
identical instructions defining our duties at proposed preliminary conference.5 


1 No. 728. 2 Not printed. See No. 699, n. 1. 

3 The passage ran: ‘En ce qui concerne les conditions générales de paix, il est bien 
entendu que ce sont celles que les Ministres des Affaires étrangéres de Grande-Bretagne, de 
France et d’Italie ont adoptées sous forme de résolutions au cours de leur réunion a Paris, 
qui seront présentées aux délégués turcs et grecs. Fermement convaincus que leur complete 
union est une condition essentielle du succés de leurs efforts, les Gouvernements alliés 
useront de tous les moyens diplomatiques pour amener les Grecs et les Turcs 4 accepter ces 
conditions de paix. Au cas ou, sur certains points, les représentants alliés 4 la conférence 
se trouveraient en présence de demandes sortant du cadre tracé par les résolutions de Paris, 
ils se borneraient a les soumettre aux trois Gouvernements alliés, qui décideront d’un com- 
mun accord si et dans quelle mesure il y peut étre donné satisfaction. Comme !’a fait, a 
diverses reprises, observer M. Poincaré, au cours de la réunion de Paris, il y aura lieu de 
tenir compte des demandes que les Grecs et les Turcs pourraient formuler, et les Gouverne- 
ments alliés, qui ont voulu marquer qu’ils se borneraient 4 recommander des propositions, ne 
se sont évidemment pas interdit d’examiner d’un commun accord les propositions qui, 
sur certains points, pourraient leur étre présentées.’ 4 No. 699. 

5 In his telegram No. 344 of August 12 (which was despatched before No. 343) Sir H. 
Rumbold stated: ‘I consider it very important that my allied colleagues should receive 
instructions in the sense of paragraph 4 of your memorandum of June 27th [sic: the reference 
is to No. 699, dated July 27] to French government, and that first duty should be to get 
nationalists to conclude an armistice. There is otherwise risk that my French colleague, at 
all events, may take too much account of nationalists’ susceptibilities.’ 
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No. 734 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recewved August 15, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 348 Telegraphic [E 8093/5/44| 


CONSTANTINOPLE, August 14, 1922, 5.30 p.m. 


My telegrams Nos. 343 and 344.! 

French High Commissioner to whom I communicated memorandum of 
His Majesty’s Government of July 27th? to French government expressed 
surprise at statement that Nationalists had expressed to Colonel Mougin 
‘their readiness to agree’ to conclusion of an armistice. He said all Colonel 
Mougin’s telegrams passed through his hands and that he had not seen any 
report from that officer to above-mentioned effect. I replied that French 
Prime Minister had made statement in question to His Majesty’s ambas- 
sador in Paris.3 The French High Commissioner said that there must be 
some misunderstanding but I did not admit this possibility. 

On reflection I think it most improbable if preliminary conference comes 
off that we shall be able to induce Nationalists to conclude an armistice before 
they have received explanations with regard to Paris proposals. If we insst 
as our first duty on conclusion of an armistice we risk imperil[]]ing from the 
start the success of preliminary conference. It would, therefore, be advisable 
to give High Commissioners some latitude in this respect. 

Although their own position is most unsatisfactory, Nationalists may 
elect to delay a reply to invitation to a preliminary conference even at 
Venice, in knowledge that Greeks are nearing the end of their resources. 
In other words they may choose to wait on events. The Nationalists have 
concentrated considerable forces near Ismid and they may wish belore 
entering a conference to be im a position to threaten Constantinople to the 
same extent from their side as the Greeks can from Thrace. 


t No. 733 and No. 733, n. 5. 2 No. 699. 3 See No. 680. 


No. 735 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir M. Cheetham (Paris) 
No. 2551 [E 7899/19/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, August 15, 19% 
Sir, . 
I have received your despatch No. 1864 of the 8th instant,' transmitting 
a copy of a note? in which Monsieur Poincaré expresses objection to the 
appointment of neutral delegates to the Red Cross missions which 
enquire into the situation of the minorities in Anatolia and Thrace, 
raises difficulties in regard to meeting the French share of the expenss 


t Not printed. 2 Of August 7, not printed. See, however, No. 731, 2. 6 
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2. I request that in reply you will point out to the French Government 
that they accepted the original proposals of His Majesty’s Government as 
long ago as last May,3 that the subsequent delays and changes of procedure 
have been entirely due to their insistence at the eleventh hour upon new 
conditions, and that the present plan will involve the governments con 
cerned in far less expense than if they had, as originally proposed, sent their 
own commissions, In any case the expense is trifling compared with the 
object of the enquiry. You should add that His Majesty’s Government are 
strongly opposed to any further change, such as the exclusion of American 
delegates, which would be the result of excluding the two non-Red Cross 
members from each of the commissions. 

3. Moreover in view of the numerous concessions which His Majesty’s 
Government have already made in this matter, it is their earnest hope that 
the French Government will interpose no further obstacles to the early 
execution of this humanitarian task and will be willing to co-operate with 
them loyally in bringing it to a satisfactory conclusion. 

Iam, &c., 
(For the Secretary of State) 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 
3 See No. 640. 


No. 736 


Mr. Bentinck (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received August 28) 


No. 428 [E 8538/5/44] 
ATHENS, August 15, 1922 


My Lord, 

On receipt of your Lordship’s telegram No. 165 of the rath instant,' I 
called on the French Minister and the Italian Chargé d’ Affaires to concert 
with them about approaching the Greek Government as instructed regarding 
the recent proclamation respecting Western Asia Minor. 

We drew up an identic note (mine being in English) which we each of us 
forwarded to the Minister for Foreign Affairs, and I have the honour to 
transmit copies of my note. 

Your Lordship will observe that the first paragraph 1s somewhat fuller than 
the wording of your telegram. I consented to this, to meet my colleagues 
who had wanted to word the second paragraph differently, but yielded to my 
wishes in this respect. 

According to a statement in the press, the Minister for Foreign Affairs on 
receipt of our notes proceeded to inform the King, and subsequently a 
Cabinet Council was held to discuss the matter. 

Monsieur Baltazzi then asked me to call and we discussed various questions. 
His Excellency referred to the enclosed note and asked me in a somewhat 


1 No. 732. 
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injured tone why we had sent it—he had quite expected the French to do s. 
I replied that I had no information beyond your Lordship’s telegraphic 
instructions, but that, as the terms of the proclamation did not appear to me 
to be quite in accordance with the March conference decisions, I could only 
presume that His Majesty’s Government did not wish to appear to recognise a 
state of affairs which would, in any case, have to be decided by an eventual 
peace settlement with Turkey. 

His Excellency said that he quite understood this and of course the matter 
was one for the Powers to decide, but that the object of the proclamation was 
not so much for the Christian as for the Mussulman population. There was 
in the district a large Mussulman population which was friendly to the 
Greeks and anti-Kemalist. To this Monsieur Sterghiades had been anxious 
to accord a large share in the administration. 

Monsieur Baltazzi proceeded to praise the excellent work done by Monsieur 
Sterghiades who, he was careful to remind me, had been appointed by 
Monsieur Veniselos. He said that the Government had complete confidence 
in Monsieur Sterghiades’s ability and equity and had practically given him 
carte blanche in Smyrna. 

He then referred to the way in which the French Minister had spoken to 
him about the Smyrna proclamation and observed that from his language 
he might have been the representative of Kemal himself. The Italian 
attitude was different and he believed that they were coming more and more 
round to look at things in the same light as did His Majesty’s Government. 
This, I may here observe, is also the impression which I had gathered dunng 
the recent crisis. 

According to a semi-official communication in this morning’s press, the 
Allied note is not looked upon in Government circles as a protest against 
the Smyrna proclamation. The Powers, it is added, did not wish that their 
silence should be interpreted as an approval of the measures taken by the 
Greeks. 

This is not, however, the view taken by my French colleague, who seems 
to look upon our joint note as a ‘protest’. 

I am sending copies of this despatch to His Majesty’s High Commissionet 
at Constantinople and to Sir Harry Lamb. 

I have, &c. 
C. H. BENnTINcK 


ENcLosurRE IN No. 736 
Note verbale 
ATHENS, August 15, 19%? 
The proclamation? recently issued by the Royal Hellenic High Con 
missioner at Smyrna, under instructions from the Royal Hellenic Govert 


ment, would appear, according to the text as published, to deal with ‘the 
future organisation and administration of Asia Minor’. It is stated that ‘the 


2 See No. 710. 
926 


autochthonal Hellenic element cannot return to the Turkish administration’, 
and that ‘Greece is called upon to lay the foundations of a stable admini- 
stration’, and to ‘elaborate the organic statute’ so that ‘the régime thus 
created ... shall remain under the guarantee of the liberating Hellenic 
army’. 

In obedience to instructions received from His Majesty’s Principal 
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, His Majesty’s Chargé d’Affaires has 
the honour to associate himself with the representatives of France and Italy 
in registering a formal reservation in respect of these claims and proceedings, 
and to remind the Royal Hellenic Government that, whilst in the opinion 
of His Majesty’s Government the Hellenic Government are entitled tempo- 
rarily to administer, as may seem best, territory of which they are in military 
occupation, they are precluded from initiating any régime of a permanent 
nature by the fact that the future disposition and administration of the 
territory in question is dependent on the eventual treaty settlement between 
the Allies and Turkey. 


No. 737 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Hardinge (Paris) 


No. 2606 [E 7759/5/44]° 
FOREIGN OFFICE, August 18, 1922 
My Lord, 
With reference to Sir Milne Cheetham’s despatch No. 1821 of 4th August,! 
transmitting a memorandum from M. Poincaré on the subject of the Near 
East, I request that your Excellency will communicate to the French Govern- 


ment in reply the memorandum and accompanying documents enclosed 
herein. 


Iam, &c. 
CuRZON OF KEDLESTON 


' Not printed. See No. 728, n. 1. 


ENcLosur_E 1 IN No. 737 
Memorandum for communication to M. Poincaré 


FOREIGN OFFICE, August 18, 1922 

His Majesty’s Government have been gratified to receive M. Poincaré’s 

memorandum of the 3rd August,? and to learn from it that the two Govern- 

ments are in substantial agreement regarding the proposed preliminary 

conference on the Near East. They now submit, for the approval of the 

French Government, certain concrete proposals, the acceptance of which 
will, they are confident, ensure an early assembly of the conference. 


2 Not printed. See No. 728. 
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2. They suggest that the meeting should take place at Venice. The three 
Allied High Commissioners at Constantinople are in agreement that this 
would be the most suitable place and His Majesty’s Government have just 
received a communication; from the Italian Government suggesting an 
Italian town. They propose to reply‘ to the Italian Government by expres- 
sing their appreciation of this offer and by endorsing the recommendation 
of the High Commissioners in favour of Venice. They trust that this will 
suit the convenience of the French Government as well as of the Italian 
Government. 

3. As soon as agreement is reached on this point it will only remain to 
invite the Governments of Athens, Constantinople and Angora to despatch 
delegates. His Majesty’s Government accordingly submit, for the concur- 
rence of the French Government, a draft identic invitation on the part of the 
three Allied Governments to be handed by the High Commissioners at 
Constantinople to the Porte and to Hamid Bey, the unofficial representative 
of the Angora Government, and by the Allied representatives at Athens to 
the Greek Government. 

4. They further submit, for the endorsement of the French Government, 
draft identic instructions to be despatched by the three Allied Governments 
to their High Commissioners at Constantinople for their guidance in con- 
ducting the conference. It 1s evidently essential that the latter should be in 
possession of similar and unequivocal instructions. 

5. Both these drafts are also being submitted to the Italian Government 
for concurrence, and His Majesty’s Government earnestly hope that the 
two Allied Governments will see their way to notify their agreement at an 
early date and to communicate both the joint instructions and the joint 
invitation to their representatives at Constantinople and Athens for the 
necessary action. 

6. As regards the question of the right of search and the embargo on the 
export of arms, His Majesty’s Government propose to deal with this question 
in a further and separate communication$ in order that the meeting of the 
preliminary conference may not be delayed by any further correspondence. 
Moreover the results of the conference may affect the decision of the Allied 
Governments on this question. 

7. His Majesty’s Government concur in the view of the French Govern- 
ment that the minorities resolution of the Paris Conference of March® leaves 
sufficient latitude to the Allied Governments to interpret it in accordance 
with the necessities of the situation as they may be revealed by the eventual 
reports of the commissions of enquiry. 

8. Finally His Majesty’s Government desire to notify the French Govern- 
ment that they regard the Allied offer? to advance the date of the evacuation 
of Asia Minor by the Greek army to have lapsed and that they are not 
prepared to reconsider it at the forthcoming conference. 


3 Of August 14, not printed. 4 In a note of August 19, not printed. 
5 See No. 746, below. 6 See No. 562, Annex 2. 
7 See No. 599. 


928 


ENCLOSURE 2 IN No. 737 
Draft Instructions to Allied High Commissioners at Constantinople 


Following instructions, which are also being communicated to your Allied 
colleagues by their Governments, are for your guidance in the meeting 
with the delegates of the Governments of Athens, Constantinople and 
Angora, which is to take place at [?] Venice. 

The present meeting is an informal and preliminary one, its object being 
to afford explanations regarding the Paris proposals; it is distinct from the 
conference contemplated as the third step in the Paris offer, the purpose of 
which was, after the conclusion ofan armistice and the acceptance in principle 
of the Paris peace conditions, to discuss the detailed application of these 
conditions with the delegates of the three Governments with a view to 
reducing them to treaty form. 

Consequently the réle of the Allied High Commissioners or representatives 
at the preliminary meeting will be limited to reiterating and expounding 
the Allied offer comprised in the threefold programme elaborated at Paris,® 
and endeavouring to persuade the Greek and Turkish delegates to accept this 
programme. 

The first step will therefore be to urge on both belligerents the conclusion 
of an armistice in Asia Minor and a corresponding immobilisation of the 
Greek forces in Eastern Thrace. 

The second step, which may be taken contemporaneously with the first, 
will be to recommend and explain to both Greeks and Turks the peace 
conditions drawn up at Paris as incorporated in the agreed text of the 
resolutions. 

In the event of the conclusion of an armistice and the acceptance in 
principle of the totality of these conditions (subject only to modification of 
detail in the subsequent process of elaboration into treaty form), the pre- 
liminary meeting, its objects having thus been obtained, could be trans- 
formed then and there (should this suit the convenience of the Allied and 
other delegates) into the conference contemplated as the third stage of the 
Paris programme for the discussion in detail of the peace conditions and for the 
elaboration of a preliminary draft of the final settlement. 

But failing the conclusion of an armistice and the acceptance in principle 
of the peace conditions, there would remain no basis for discussion or negotia- 
tion between the Allied representatives and the Greek and Turkish delegates; 
at the most, the former could take note, for reference to their Governments, of 
any representations on the part of the latter. In such case the preliminary 
conference would come to an end, since the offer proceeding from the Paris 
Conference would have been definitely rejected and would therefore 
automatically lapse. 

It is desirable that you and your colleagues should, at the outset of the 
preliminary conference, clearly explain the programme and procedure 
outlined above to the delegates of Athens, Constantinople and Angora. 

8 See No. 568, Annex 1. 
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ENCLOSURE 3 IN No. 737 
Draft Invitation to the Governments of Athens, Constantinople and Angora 


The Allied Governments invite the Government of Athens/Constanti- 
nople/Angora to send a delegate to an informal and preliminary conference 
with their High Commissioners or representatives which will meet at (?) 
Venice on— 

Its object will be to reiterate and expound the Allied offer comprised in 
the threefold programme elaborated at the Paris Conference of March last 
and to urge its acceptance by the Governments of Athens, Constantinople 
and Angora, to whom it has already been communicated. 

The Paris proposals contemplated :— 


(1) Conclusion of an armistice by the belligerents; 

(2) Acceptance in principle of the totality of the peace conditions, subject 
only to modifications of detail in the subsequent process of elaboration 
into preliminary treaty form; and 

(3) After the conclusion of an armistice and the acceptance in principle 
of the peace conditions by the three Governments, a conference for the 
discussion in detail of these conditions and for the elaboration of a 
preliminary draft of the final settlement. 


If the three Governments accept parts (1) and (2) of the Paris programme, 
as outlined above, the preliminary conference would be transformed into 
the conference contemplated in part (3). Otherwise, there would remain 
no basis for discussion or negotiation between the Allied High Commissioners 
or representatives and the delegates of Athens, Constantinople and Angora, 
although the former could take note, for reference to their Governments, 
of any representations on the part of the latter. In such case the preliminary 
conference would come to an end, since the offer proceeding from the Paris 
Conference would have been definitely rejected, and would automatically 
lapse. 

Tt is hoped that after this clear explanation of the purpose and basis of the 
preliminary conference the Government of Athens/Constantinople/Angora 
will despatch a delegate furnished with the necessary instructions and with 
full powers. 


No. 738 
Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received August 22, 8.30 a.m.) 
No. 352 Telegraphic [E 8355/76/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, August 27, 1922, 7.30 p.m: 


Sir H. Lamb reports privately that an Italian steamer, which arrived at 
Smyrna from Mersina on August 17th, brought a party of Italians on their 
way home from Angora, where they had been delivering aeroplanes to 
Mustapha Kemal. 
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The Italians said openly that Kemal was preparing an offensive some- 
where on the Eskishehir front, and thought it had a good chance of success. 
The idea is to drive Greeks out of their present strong positions while fine 
weather lasts, and keep them on the run until the winter. The Italians 
stated that French are pouring war material up to the Kemalists through 
Mersina, and that they had seen many French officers serving in Kemalist 
army.! 


' Mr. Forbes Adam minuted on August 22: ‘The French would presumably deny that 
the supply was from other sources than private French firms and the information in the last 
para[graph] of this telegram is hardly from a good enough or impartial enough source to 
justify enquiries at Paris.” Lord Curzon added on August 23: “The information will be useful 
in conversation with the French and Italian Ambassadors. But meanwhile are our firms 
supplying anything to the Greeks?’ Mr. Forbes Adam provided in answer to this question 
the following memorandum: 


‘War materials supplied by British firms to the Greek Government since 1st January 1922. 

1. Vickers Armstrong have just made a contract to supply £120,000 worth of aeroplanes 
and parts. 

2. On April 24th the Aircraft Disposal Company were granted a license to export 24 
machine guns to the Greek Government. 

3. A license was given for the export to Greece of about 20,000 rifles. In the end, how- 
ever, these found their way to Poland. 

4. A Whitechapel man contracted to supply khaki uniforms, but a dispute ensued and 
the goods were never delivered. (The Greeks found cigarette ends and silver paper in the 
pockets, and the Jew said the Greeks had put them there.) 


‘So far as is known, the cases mentioned in para[graph]s 1 and 2 above are the only 
recent transactions. The Kings Norton Metal Company (Nobel’s), who have been in 
touch with the Greek buyers, have supplied nothing since April 1921. There have been 
various applications for permission to export, e.g. for a hundred million Mannlicher cart- 
ridges, but when it has come to the point no goods have been exported under these applica- 
tions.’ 


Lord Curzon commented, on August 26: ‘How then can we protest? I have always 
held that the action at Paris which authorised private supply to both belligerents was—in 
the interests of the Greeks to help whom it was designed—a deplorable error. 

‘The stores at Constantinople are a different question. 

‘But here again, as we allow the Greeks to use that place as a naval base, we are on thin ice.’ 


No. 739 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 856 [E 8181r/5/44] 
FOREIGN OFFICE, August 21, 1922 
Sir, 
With reference to your despatch No. 538 of June 13th! and to my despatch 


No. 676 of July 3rd,2 regarding the arrangements for the proposed Greek 
evacuation of Asia Minor, I transmit, herewith, a copy of the reply of the 


1 No. 648. 2 Not printed. 
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French Government? to the note* addressed to them in accordance with 
the instructions to Paris,s which were communicated to you in my despatch 
above-mentioned. 

2. There is also enclosed, for your and General Harington’s information 
and observations, a copy of a departmental minute® indicating the reply 
which it 1s proposed, if you and General Harington concur,’ to return to the 
French note. 

3. Since this minute was written another note® has been received from 
the French Government giving the desired assurance that it is understood 
that the inter-allied organisation controlling the evacuation 1s to consist 
of the allied generals at Constantinople.? There is, therefore, no reason for 
delaying a reply to the present note and I should consequently be glad to 
receive your reply by telegram. 

Iam, &c., 
(For the Secretary of State) 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 


3 Of August 15, not printed. This note was transmitted to the Foreign Office in Paris 
despatch No. 1913 of August 16, not printed. 

4 Of July 10, not printed. 5 See No. 668. See also No. 679. 

6 Of August 18, not printed. 7 See No. 752, below. 

® Of August 16, which was received in the Foreign Office on August 19, not printed. 

9 See No. 570, n. 2. 


No. 740 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Mr. Bentinck (Athens) 


No. 169 Telegraphic [E 8255/19/44] 


Confidential FOREIGN OFFICE, August 22, 1922, 2.10 p.m. 


My telegram No. 164 (August 12th: Atrocities enquiry).! 

Red Cross representative informs His Majesty’s High Commissioner at 
Constantinople that they have received no reply so far to their request to 
Greek government for permission to send commission to Thrace. Please 
point out to Minister for Foreign Affairs how desirable it is that Greek 
government should consent and should not give Angora authorities an 
excuse for delaying or refusing commission for Asia Minor. 


! No. 731. 
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No. 741 


Mr. Bentinck (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received August 27, 5.55 p.m.) 


No. 331 Telegraphic [E 8507/5/44] 


ATHENS, August 27, 1922, 9.30 a.m. 

My despatch No. 401.! 

Minister for Foreign Affairs begs for early reply. He asked me to meet 
Prime Minister and Monsieur Gounaris on the subject of memorandum. 

They said that without a loan they could not maintain army in Asia Minor. 
All they asked was that His Majesty’s Government would encourage loan on 
London market, and they thought that Hambro’s bank, which has full details 
regarding securities which Greece can pledge, would be able to float loan. 

I am reporting on financial and economic situation in my despatch No. 
456 by bag,? but Prime Minister promises immediately to supply further 
information if desired regarding securities which Greece could pledge. 

I should be grateful for instructions as to reply which I should return to 
Minister for Foreign Affairs memorandum. 


1 Not printed. See No. 725, n. 2. 

2 Of August 23, not printed. This despatch and the telegram here printed were com- 
municated by the Foreign Office to the Treasury, who, in their reply of August 31, stated: 
‘,.. the Greek Government should be reminded that by the agreement between the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer and Monsieur Gounaris His Majesty’s Government have 
already granted their consent upon certain conditions to the assignment of security for a 
loan or loans to be raised by the Greek Government in London. As was explained to 
Monsieur Gounaris when he was in this country there is no Government control upon the 
flotation of loans in the London market and it is the policy of His Majesty’s Government not 
to intervene between Forcign Governments and potential lenders in this country, such 
questions being left to be decided according to purely financial considerations. In these 
circumstances there can be no question of the encouragement of a Greek loan by His 
Majesty’s Government, apart from the facilities already granted by the agreement of 
22nd December last.’ [See No. 493.] A telegram to Athens embodying this reply was 
drafted on September 2, but Lord Curzon minuted on that day, ‘I am not clear that it 
would be advisable to send this telegram in the hour of Greece’s disaster. No loan can 
save them now... .’. 


No. 742 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 331 Telegraphic [E 8497/5/44] 


Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, August 28, 1922, 3 p.m. 
My despatch No. 851 (of August 21st. Venice Conference).? 
French government accept? draft instructions to allied High Commis- 
sioners and draft invitation to the three governments concerned, subject 
1 Not printed. This transmitted a copy of the Memorandum of August 18 to the French 
Government, i.e. Enclosure 1 in No. 737. 


2 In a memorandum of August 23, not printed, which was transmitted to the Foreign 
Office in Lord Hardinge’s despatch No. 1969 of August 25, not printed. 
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however to the substitution for the penultimate paragraph of the instructions 
of the following words: ‘In the contrary event the allied High Commis- 
sioners will confine themselves to submitting the demands of the delegates of 
the belligerents to the three allied governments who will decide by mutual 
agreement if and to what extent satisfaction can be given to them.’ French 
government also propose that as a result of this change passage from the 
words ‘otherwise’ to ‘lapse’ in the penultimate paragraph of the invitation 
to the three governments should be suppressed. 

French government claim that the Italian government has already 
accepted generally this point of view, and note of Italian government to us 
of August 15th? seems to bear this out. 

The French government refuse also to accept our view regarding with- 
drawal of offer made in allied note to Constantinople government on 15th 
April* as to advancing date of the evacuation of Asia Minor subject to 
acceptance of the totality of the peace conditions and reserving the discus- 
sion of particular points. French government consider themselves bound 
by this promise which can only lapse if the preliminary conference at 
Venice fails. 

Repeated to Athens No. 172 and Rome No. 228. 


3 Not printed. 4 See No. 597, n. 2 and No. 599. 


No. 743 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) 
No. 335 Telegraphic [E 8497/5/44] 
Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, August 28, 1922, 5.30 p.m. 

My telegram No. 331.! 

Result of proposed French modification of instructions and invitation 
would of course be a direct invitation to Angora delegates to refuse Paris 
proposals and put forward counter demands. French action at Venice will 
probably lead to this in any case and if His Majesty’s Government now 
insist on the original text of the draft instructions and invitation, proposal 
to hold preliminary conference may be expected to break down. 

A possible compromise between British and French proposals would be to 
suggest to the French suppression in the penultimate paragraphs both of 
instructions and invitation of the words ‘in such case’ to ‘lapse’. Result of 
this change would be to maintain and emphasise Paris programme as sole 
basis of preliminary conference, while not stipulating for a definite break 
up of the latter, should the representations of the three governments when 
referred home to the principal allied governments by the three High Commis- 
sioners appear to the three allied governments to form a possible basis for 
continuing the negotiations, even though a definite departure from the peace 
proposals of the Paris conference might be involved. 


t No. 742. 
934 


On the other hand proposed compromise may involve further discussion 
with French and jeopardise the meeting of the preliminary conference. I 
am inclined therefore simply to accept the French proposal, as it seems 
essential to bring belligerents together as soon as possible and once the 
conference meets, resumption of hostilities will be more difficult. 

Please let me have your observations without delay. 

I propose in any case to maintain our view that promise as to advancing 
date of evacuation lapsed with Angora refusal of April 22nd? as obviously 
must be the case, but to inform French government that I would not exclude 
its reconsideration at the Venice conference should the Paris proposals be 
accepted by Angora. 

Repeated to Athens No. 175 and Rome No. 229. 


2 No. 603. 


No. 744 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Sir A. Young (Belgrade) and Mr. 
Millington-Drake (Bucharest) 


No. 58: Telegraphic [E 8406/5/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, August 28, 1922, 4 p.m. 


His Majesty’s Government have received indications? that Roumanian 
and Yugo-Slav Governments desire to be represented at any conference for 
revision of Treaty of Sévres which may follow contemplated conference 
between Principal Allies and Greeks and Turks at Venice towards the end 
of September. Motive for such representation is said to be desire to protest 
against common Turco-Bulgarian frontier in Thrace. 

Primary object of Venice conference is to endeavour to obtain consent of 
Greeks and Turks to an armistice and to the general proposals for peace 
agreed upon by the three allied Foreign Ministers at Paris in March last. 
One of these proposals was to move back Turco-Greek frontier in Eastern 
Thrace from neighbourhood of Chatalja, as under Treaty of Sévres, to a 
line running approximately from Rodosto in a north-westerly direction to 
the Istranja Massif. 

Turks will probably press for return of whole of Eastern Thrace. 

You should report local feeling on the subject.3 


™ No. 58 to Belgrade, No. 72 to Bucharest. 

2 In his telegram No. 433 of August 23, Lord Hardinge had reported that the Greek 
Chargé d’Affaires in Paris had told Sir Milne Cheetham that the Yugo-Slav and Roumanian 
Governments wished to be represented at a conference on Eastern affairs. 

3 In his telegram No. 117 of September 2, Sir A. Young concluded: ‘. . . While therefore 
Serb-Croat-Slovene government may raise the question in the interests of Greece with whom 
relations are becoming more intimate there is as yet no evidence that they are likely inde- 
pendently to take up strong attitude or to press for representation at revision of treaty to 
which they are not signatories unless they see prospect of obtaining satisfaction on points 
which they take much more serious objection to than proposed common Turco-Bulgarian 
frontier.’ In his telegram No. 106 of September 3, Mr. Millington-Drake concluded as 
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A similar telegram is being addressed to Bucharest/Belgrade. 
Repeated to Athens, No. 174, Constantinople, No. 334 and Prague, No. 43. 


follows: ‘. . . This reticence of Roumanian government regarding Thracian frontier may be 
explained alternatively as follows: They may believe their objection to common Turkish- 
Bulgarian frontier may be disagreeable or inconvenient to British, French and Italian 
governments and they may therefore think it preferable not to state it until invitation to 
conference is secured.’ 


No. 745 


Mr. Bentinck (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Recetved August 30, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 340 Telegraphic [E 8646/27/44] 
Secret ATHENS, August 29, 1922, 9.30 p.m. 


My immediately preceding telegram.' 

This morning Chief of General Staff, Athens, gave Military Attache 
the following confidential information. 

Spad aeroplanes received by Kemalists from Italians last June enabled 
Turks of late to paralyse Greek air reconnaissance, while Greek cavalry 
were too few to watch whole Turkish front. So, Turkish concentration south 
of Afium Kara-Hissar was discovered too late even to allow reinforcement 
of Greek front from the general reserve 25 miles away. Simultaneously 
with main attack about 4 Turkish divisions made a holding attack north of 
Afium Kara-Hissar. Southern group commander was obliged to withdraw 
first and second Greek corps to line Ulukeui (? on the Akardagh)-Eiret 
(west of Ihsanie station). New line is not fortified, but is naturally strong. 
Southern group commander reported that withdrawal had been easily 
carried out. In the absence of contrary information Chief of the General 
Staff believed that Greeks had not suffered severe casualties nor lost guns 
or material. 

Last news received by general staff said that Turks had not again attacked, 
but remained at a distance. 

Military Attaché makes following comment. If Greek general reserve was 
really unable to intervene in the battle, it is unlikely that all guns and road 
and railway transport can have been withdrawn in time. 

Chief of General Staff places seven Turkish divisions in northern or 
Eskishehr area including Ismid, and is confident that Greek third corps can 
deal with any possible attack there. There is no intention to re-transfer 
troops from Thrace. 

He persists that there are only twelve infantry regiments in Thrace, and that 
only infantry regiments sent from Asia Minor were three independent 


1 Ot August 29. This ran: ‘. . . General Staff communiqué published yesterday evening 
stated that on August 26th Turkish force estimated at ten divisions with strong artillery 
attacked Greek position south of Afium Kara-Hissar from Akar river to Hassan [Beyli] and 
that fighting continued day and night... .’ 
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regiments numbered 55 or 57, 56 and 62. He emphasized that fighting 

army in Asia Minor had been kept intact and that it had not been weakened 

by sending any divisional regiments either to Thrace or to Aidin railway.? 
Repeated to Constantinople. 


2 Commenting on this telegram and also on Athens telegram No. 341 of August 30, not 
printed, General Harington, in his telegram No. 2154 to the War Office, stated: ‘... I 
think it is perfectly just to say Greeks have been unfairly handicapped by action of Italians 
in sending aeroplanes to Asia Minor and by arms and ammunition being transferred by 
French and Italians from Turkish dumps in allied charge and by being denied right of search. 
All this gun-running has contributed to bring about present situation and, as stated in 
General Hadjianestis[’s] letter to me which I forwarded to War Office, was cause of recent 
Greek threat to Constantinople. It is right to say Kemalists have been helped as hard as 
they could be by Constantinople Government officials, (?French) and Italians.’ 


No. 746 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Hardinge (Paris) 
No. 2687 [E 8153/76/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, August 29, 1922 
My Lord, 

With reference to my despatch No. 2653 of August 24th,' I transmit to 
Your Excellency the accompanying copy of a despatch from His Majesty’s 
High Commissioner at Bagdad to the Secretary of State for the Colonies,? 
regarding the supply of munitions by France to the Kemalists. 

2. The evidence as to such supply (see for instance telegram No. 352 of 
August 21st from His Majesty’s High Commissioner at Constantinople); 
has been accumulating for some time. The munitions in question may be 
despatched by private French firms or by the French authorities themselves. 
In the former case His Majesty’s Government cannot raise objection, 
except to the protection afforded to such supplies by the unwarranted 
French attitude towards the Greek right to visit and search neutral vessels. 
As you are aware, this issue has been linked up with the general exchange of 
notes regarding the Venice Conference and, in order to expedite its meeting, 
His Majesty’s Government have tacitly deferred pressing their representa- 
tions on the point pending the meeting and issue of that Conference. Sir 
M. Cheetham (see Sir E. Crowe’s private letter to him of July 14th* and 
Sir M. Cheetham’s reply to Sir E. Crowe of July 17th)5 has, however, 
brought to the attention of Monsieur Peretti one of the indirect results of the 
French attitude, i.e. the provision of French munitions to the Turks for a 
possible eventual attack on British troops in Irak. 

3. This aspect of the matter would be really serious if the munitions were 
actually being supplied by the French Government or from the supplies of 
the French forces in Syria. Not only would such action be a direct breach 


1 Not printed. 2 No. 464 of July 21, not printed. 3 No. 738. 
4 No. 686, n. 3. 5 Not traced in the Foreign Office archives. 
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of the agreed policy of neutrality of the principal allies towards the Greco- 
Kemalist hostilities but it would be inconsistent with the semblance of any 
allied co-operation and understanding between France and Great Britain 
in the Near East. For Monsieur Poincaré cannot be blind to the danger of 
these French munitions being used—or freeing other Turkish munitions for 
use—at any time for the shedding of British blood in Irak. 

4. Since the admitted supply® of uniforms and rifles to the Turkish 
gendarmerie in Cilicia as a result of the Franco-Kemalist agreement of 
last October,” His Majesty’s Government have no irrefutable evidence of 
the actual handing over of munitions by the French Government, as dis- 
tinct from French private firms, although there is abundant proof from 
sources which cannot be divulged,® that the French authorities at Constanti- 
nople have been facilitating, if not actually transacting, the leakage to the 
Kemalists of munitions from the Turkish stores under their guard. The matter 
is, however, sufficiently grave to warrant your taking an early opportunity of 
bringing the Irak aspect of the matter orally to the attention of Monsieur 
Poincaré himself and asking him for a definite assurance that the reports 
reaching His Majesty’s Government as to the supply of munitions by the 
French Government and French authorities to the Kemalists are unfounded. 

I am, &c., 
(For the Secretary of State) 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 


6 See No. 517. 7 No. 423, n. 2. 8 See Nos. 684, 729, and 738. 
No. 747 
Letter from Mr. Oliphant to the Secretary to the Admiralty 
[E 8416/76/44) 


FOREIGN OFFICE, August 29, 1922 
Sir, 

I am directed by the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to acknowledge the 
receipt of your letter No. 42164/22 of August 23rd,' relative to the exercise 
of the right of search by Greek war vessels in the case of British merchant 
ships. 

1 Not printed. This transmitted to the Foreign Office for observations a letter of July 24 
from the Commander-in-Chief Mediterranean endorsing reports on the search by Greek 
warships of two vessels under the British flag. One of these reports stated: ‘. .. . Great 
indignation is expressed by the British agents, as the French and Italians, whose Govern- 
ments have refused to admit the Greek right of search, are able to import into Turkish ports 
those very articles, for carrying which British vessels are stopped. . . .” The Commander-in- 
Chief had commented: ‘In these circumstances it is for consideration whether the Greek 
Government should not be informed that, while we recognise the right of search to its full 
extent, it is important that it should be exercised with impartiality, and that the British 
Government cannot permit of differential treatment being shewn to vessels under the 
British flag as compared with ships of other nationalities.’ 
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2. Lord Curzon sympathises with the feelings aroused in naval and 
commercial circles by the results of the differential treatment accorded by 
the allies as regards the recognition of the Greek right to visit and search 
neutral vessels. At the same time Lord Curzon does not consider that 
the prestige of this country would be enhanced if His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment, after the very decided attitude which they have taken in this matter, 
should now go back on that attitude and deny to Greece the exercise of this 
legitimate neutral right, merely because the French and Italian Governments 
have unjustifiably withheld their recognition of it and in pursuance of a 
theory that the rules of neutrality are to be applied only towards the strong 
and not towards the weak. 

3. For the rest, so far as Lord Curzon is aware, there have actually been 
few cases of the seizure of British vessels or cargoes as prizes by the Greeks 
who have declared their intention of only exercising their rights in the case 
of absolute contraband. As regards the two cases quoted in the enclosure 
to your letter, British commercial interests seemed to have suffered little in 
the first and not at all in the second. 

Iam, &c., 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 


No. 748 
Mr. Bentinck (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received September 3) 
No. 481 [E 9230/27/44] 
Confidential ATHENS, August 29, 1922 


My Lord, 

The translation of the circular issued by the Greek Minister of War to 
the army with extracts from the British Prime Minister’s speech! reached me 
too late yesterday to make any comments in forwarding it to Your Lordship 
in my despatch No. 468.2 

As I have endeavoured to show in recent telegrams, the Greeks are now 
expecting deeds to follow words and already a certain amount of restiveness 
1s evident in the press that no act of any kind has followed the fair words of 
the Prime Minister which had raised so much enthusiasm in the country. 
The army is now being led to hope that assistance of some kind is within 
sight; that the British Prime Minister shares their disappointment that the 
dream of Hellenism has not yet been realised; and will it not even be en- 
couraged by the recent circular to believe that somehow or another the 
prophesies may even yet come true and that King Constantine and Queen 
Sophie may shortly be crowned Emperor and Empress of Byzantium at 
St. Sophia—thanks to the British lion! 


™ See No. 727, nn. 1 and 5. 
2 Of August 28. Text not traced in the Foreign Office archives. 
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I have the honour to submit to Your Lordship the following considerations 
supplementary to those contained in the final pages of my despatch No. 421 
of August 11th.3 

The attitude of the present Greek Government throughout the recent 
crisis was perfectly loyal and I was convinced that they would not act 
contrary to the wishes and advice of His Majesty’s Government. If, however, it 
should transpire that His Majesty’s Government have merely encouraged 
the Government to continue the war against an enemy who is known to 
receive material support from Britain’s allies and that Great Britain should 
show weakness and not only not assist Greece in any material degree, but 
should give away Greece’s interests for the sake of good relations with France 
and Italy, the Greek attitude might change. There would certainly be an 
intense revulsion of feeling stronger than disappointment both at home and 
in the army and one cannot say what might happen. I have trusted the 
present Government in the recent crisis, but they would hardly survive a 
twofold collapse before the enemy in Asia Minor and at the Conference 
table at Venice. A more reckless type of politician might even come forward 
and carry with him the King, who in the recent crisis is supposed to have 
halted between two opinions and to have lost his courage in the end. 

A dash may then be made for Constantinople and amid the general 
disorder and confusion which would result, the Greeks might hope: 


(1) To place the Powers before a ‘fait accompli’ and trust to the want of 
accord between the British and French to enable them to stay there. 

(2) Having realized the dream of Hellenism, enthusiasm would know no 
bounds. Ample compensation would have been obtained for a possible loss 
of Smyrna. All Hellenism, the free and the unredeemed would, as many 
believe, then unite under King Constantine and, once in Constantinople, 
they would not only be invulnerable to Turkish attacks, but they would be 
in a better position to offer a safe retreat to many of their co-religionists 
fleeing from the evacuated regions of northern Asia Minor. 


About a year ago the Greeks placed themselves into the hands of the 
Allies who have so far failed to bring about peace. Monsieur Gounaris has 
been repeatedly and severely attacked for this act. The Greeks do not 
expect much from Venice. They now look upon France as an open enemy 
and Italy as only a secret one. All their faith and hope is still in England. 
If the Conference fails, or worse still, if England should fail them, there are 
four possible courses which they might take. These have been hinted at 
from time to time in the press and in other quarters and none of them would, 
it is understood, be pleasing to His Majesty’s Government. These courses 
are :— 

(1) To evacuate Asia Minor suddenly. Concentrate all their forces in 
Thrace and throw all the blame for the resultant massacres of Christ- 
lans upon the Allies. 

(2) Enter into direct negotiations with Kemal. 


3 Not printed. See No. 721, n. 2. 4 See No. 449. 
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(3) Throw themselves into the arms of France as the one power which 
could save them. 

This third course would naturally be extremely unpopular and 
appears highly improbable at present, but it has its supporters and the 
possibility that in desperation a Government might resort to it must 
not be overlooked. France, as the Greeks no doubt believe, would 
be so elated at the blow to Britain’s position and prestige that she 
would obtain for them far better terms than she will agree to so long 
as Greece looks to Great Britain for salvation. 

(4) A further course, which I fancy would not suit us even should it 
entail the eventual recall of Monsieur Venizelos, might be a revolu- 
tion, the fall of the dynasty and the establishment of a Republic. 
Whether, after such an upheaval, Hellenism would still place her 
trust in Great Britain would appear to be more than doubtful. 


Wild and improbable as some of these possibilities may seem, I should 
be lacking in my duty were I not to submit them for Your Lordship’s con- 
sideration. 

After considering all the facts of the case, I am forced to the conclusion 
that if, as I assume, we do not intend to remain indefinitely in occupation 
of Constantinople ourselves, handing it over to the Greeks is the only solution 
of the Eastern problem which contains seeds of finality. As Your Lordship 
will remember, a solution of this nature was hinted at in article 36 of the 
Treaty of Sévres. 

I am forwarding copy of this despatch to His Majesty’s High Commis- 
sioner at Constantinople. 

I have, &c., 
C. W. BENTINCK 


P.S. Since the above was written events have been changing rapidly. 
They may have undergone further changes before this reaches Your Lord- 
ship’s hands. C. W.B. 


No. 749 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received August 30, 10.30 a.m.) 


No. 367 Telegraphic [E 8607/5 /44] 


Very urgent CONSTANTINOPLE, August 30, 1922, 8.10 a.m. 
Your telegram No. 335.! 
Possible compromise mentioned in paragraph 2 appears to me to present 
little advantage as compared with French suggestions. 
In view of importance of holding conference as soon as possible both in 
general interest of peace and in order to relieve situation of Greeks suffi- 
ciently to deter them from again contemplating desperate measures, I share 


t No. 743. 
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your inclination to accept French suggestion as it stands. It may involve 
prolongation of proceedings at Venice especially if Kemalists achieve any 
marked success in present offensive? and consequently come to conference 
in elated mood but I think it better to face this danger than to risk further 
delay. 

Offer to advance date of evacuation as drafted by French in April seemed 
to me too categorical at the time. 

Objections which I then entertained against any definite promise to 
advance date of evacuation are now reinforced by increased importance, in 
view of intervening events, of making sure of guarantees for minorities 
before evacuation takes place. I do not think that we should agree before- 
hand that signal for evacuation will necessarily be given at any particular 
stage in discussion at Venice. We might say, in order to meet French, that 
when proceedings at Venice reach point at which prospect of general settle- 
ment is assured we shall be prepared to examine question as to whether 
evacuation can be expedited in anticipation of actual conclusion of treaty 
without danger of disturbance in area to be evacuated. Last paragraph of 
your telegram under reference has reached me in somewhat corrupt form 
but this suggestion appears to be in general accord with it. 

It is for consideration whether position in regard to evacuation should not 
be made clear to Kemalists beforehand in order to obviate misunder- 
standings and possible charges of bad faith while conference is in progress.* 

Repeated to Athens No. 97. 

2 See No. 745. 3 See No. 593. 

4 Lord Curzon replied in telegram No. 340 of September 1: ‘Words “‘without danger” 
to “evacuated” in your proposal regarding date of evacuation seem to me too wide and 
I have therefore omitted them. 

‘I am reluctant at this stage to embark on controversy with French as to whether anything 
regarding the evacuation of Asia Minor, and if so, what, should be added to the invitation 


to Angora. We can be sure that Angora government will learn our views on the point from 
the French.’ 


ad 


No. 750 


Lord Hardinge (Paris) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received August 31, 8.30 a.m.) 
No. 449 Telegraphic: by bag [E 8652/76/44] 


PARIS, August 30, 1922 

I gave Monsieur Poincaré this morning the substance of Your Lordship’s 
despatch No. 2687 of August 29th’ regarding the supply of munitions by 
France to the Kemalists. He gave me definite assurances that the reports 
received by His Majesty’s Government as to the supply of munitions to the 
Kemalists by the French government or French authorities were absolutely 
unfounded. He even protested against the thesis that after the agreement 
made that the government should not supply arms but should not raise 


1 No. 746. 
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objections to arms being supplied by private firms, that it should be imagined 
for one instant that the French government or French authorities had been 
guilty of acting in violation of the agreement. He pointed out to me that 
not only were the French government unwilling to permit and would take 
steps to prevent any such unfriendly action towards His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment, but that it would be suicidal in their own interests to do so, since 
eventually any arms used against the British in Mesopotamia might possibly 
in the long run be utilised against the French themselves in Syria. He begged 
me to give Your Lordship a most definite assurance on this subject. 


No. 751 


Letter from Mr. Oliphant to the Secretary to the Army Council 
[E 8504/5/44] 


FOREIGN OFFICE, August 30, 1922 
Sir, 

I am directed by the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to acknowledge 
the receipt of your letter 0152/6146 (D.D.M.O.1) of August 26th! regarding 
the British forces on the Chatalja front. 

2. Before considering what, if any, representations should be made to 
the Greek and Allied Governments, with a view to avoid the necessity of 
the suggested expenditure on British hutments, Lord Curzon will be glad 
to learn whether in fact the Greek forces opposite the Chatalja front can be 
expected to be able to maintain their present positions during the autumn 
and winter months, and if so, to what line the Greek forces should be asked 
to withdraw in order to reduce to a minimum the risk of a sudden march on 
Constantinople, and to enable the allied troops to be brought back again 
from the Chatalja hills to Constantinople itself. 

3g. Lord Curzon would be averse, in any case, from asking the Greek 
Government to reduce their forces in Eastern Thrace, until the attitude of 
the Kemalists towards the Paris proposals is shown at the forthcoming 
conference, but he assumes that General Harington would regard the Greek 
threat to Constantinople as sufficiently minimised to enable the allied 
forces to be withdrawn to Constantinople if the Greeks were persuaded to 
withdraw to a line considerably northwest of the present Greek front, 
without actually reducing their forces in Eastern Thrace. 

4. I am further to suggest that the intentions of the French Government 
with regard to the winter quarters of their forces at Chatalja could be more 
conveniently ascertained directly by General Sir C. Harington from General 


t Not printed. This communicated to the Foreign Office a copy of General Harington’s 
telegram No. 2120 of August 22, in which it was stated: ‘While Greek threat lasts Italians 
and French will continue to press hard for retention of British troops. Nothing short of 
withdrawal from Thrace of a Greek Division will convince them.’ 
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Charpy than through an official enquiry through His Majesty’s Ambassador 
at Paris.? 
Iam, &c., 
LANCELOT OLIPHANT 


2 On September 1, the War Office replied to this letter: ‘. . . the question of the with 
drawal of the British troops from the Chatalja position before winter sets in, was discussed at 
a meeting of Members of the Cabinet on the 28th August, at which the Prime Minister was 
present. It was decided, subject to the concurrence of the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston, 
that the British troops should be withdrawn as soon as the weather renders this step 
desirable.’ 


No. 752 


Sir H. Rumbold (Constantinople) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received August 31, 8.30 p.m.) 
No. 369 Telegraphic (E 8692/5/44] 
CONSTANTINOPLE, August 31, 1922, 5-20 p.m. 

Your despatch No. 856.! 

Following points occur to me, but are not my final opinion pending the 
receipt of General Harington’s views.” 

No one wishes allies to assume responsibility for area evacuated after 
Turkish authorities have taken over, but there is interim period during 
which following questions may arise :— 

1, When an area is ripe for evacuation from military point of view should 
not allies assure themselves through military organ on the spot that 
Turkish civil administration 1s ready to function? 

2. Are allies at this stage to concern themselves at all with merits of 
individual members of incoming administration? 

3. What will allies do if there is break down of public order in an 
already evacuated district before whole country is evacuated? 

1 No. 739. 

2 On September 7, General Harington, to whom a copy of the despatch had been com- 
municated on August 28, expressed the following view: ‘The situation has so changed that 
the evacuation of Anatolia by the Greek Army can hardly follow the course formerly con- 
templated. I have the honour to remark that throughout their note of August 15th, the 
French Government refer to the views submitted by me as being apparently held by myself 
alone. This was not the case, for the views expressed by me were those agreed to by the 
Directing Committee of Generals: I only forwarded them as President. The Foreign 
Office minute appears to have been written under the same impression as the French Note. 

‘The Foreign Office minute makes it clear that it was not desired to control the avil 
administration, as the French Foreign Office assumes. The only object which the Allie 
had was to ensure that the evacuation should be carried out without incident, and for this 
purpose surveillance of the instalment of the civil administration was recommended. As 
Your Excellency is aware, neither my colleagues nor myself ever held the view that ths 
surveillance should be in any way permanent. 

‘I am glad to observe that the French Government admitted that the Inter-Allied orgat- 
isation controlling the evacuation was to consist of the Allied Generals at Constantinople. 

‘I entirely agree with your views expressed in your telegram No. 369 of August 31st 
Foreign Office, a copy of which has been handed to me by your Military Attaché, and I 
thank you for awaiting my views before returning a final answer to London.’ 
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My reply would be:— 


1, Yes: in some cases officials already in charge could continue, in other 
new incumbents might be required. 

2. No: though allied authorities should retain right of veto against 
obviously undesirable persons. 

g. It is unthinkable that allies should continue military evacuation if 
untoward events break out in already evacuated sections. In such 
case allied authorities controlling evacuation should have discretion 
to delay it pending restoration of order. 


No. 753 


The Marquess Curzon of Kedleston to Lord Hardinge (Paris) 
No. 270 Telegraphic: by bag [E 8607/5/44] 


Very urgent FOREIGN OFFICE, September 1, 1922 


Your despatch No. 1969 (of August 25th: Venice Conference).! 

His Majesty’s Government accept changes? proposed by the French 
government as regards the penultimate paragraphs of the instructions to 
the three High Commissioners and the invitation to the three governments 
respectively.3 

I am informing Rome accordingly by telegraph today‘ and inviting the 
Italian government to fix a date convenient to them as early as possible in 
September for the meeting of the conference, and asking them to inform 
their representatives at Athens and Constantinople of date chosen in order 
that allied representatives there may complete and despatch invitations to 
the Greek government and to the two Turkish governments as soon as 
possible. Please ask French government to send necessary instructions 
to Athens and Constantinople. 

His Majesty’s Government note the view of French government regarding 
the date of evacuation of Asia Minor, but regret that they cannot share it. 
In their view the offer on this point made in the allied note of April 15th’ 
must logically be regarded as lapsing with the Angora government’s 
rejection of this offer in their reply of April 22nd.6 Nevertheless, when 
proceedings at Venice reach a point at which the prospect of a general 
settlement is assured, His Majesty’s Government will be prepared to examine 
question whether evacuation can be expedited in anticipation of actual 
conclusion of treaty. Please inform French government accordingly. 

Repeated to Rome No. 233, Athens No. 179 and Constantinople No. 339. 


t Not printed. This communicated to Lord Curzon the French Government’s reply to 
the British Memorandum of August 18 [Enclosure 1 in No. 737]. 


2 See No. 742. 3 See Enclosures 2 and 3 in No. 737. 
4 No. 234 of September 1, not printed. 5 See No. 597, n. 2. 
6 See No. 603. 
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No. 754 


Mr. Bentinck (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received September 2, 8.30 a.m.) 


No. 356 Telegraphic [E 8732/27/44] 


Very urgent ATHENS, September 2, 1922, 12.30 a.m. 
Very Confidential 

My telegram No. 353.! 

News received from the front tonight is extremely grave. It appears 
that the two army corps have not joined hands before Ushak after all but 
that one of them has been cut off and driven north with supplies and 
ammunition only sufficient for a few days. Government are seriously alarmed 
and private secretary of Minister for Foreign Affairs told me that there was 
talk of abandoning Smyrna. Army seems to have lost morale. Minister 
for Foreign Affairs called at 10.30 tonight and read me translation of a 
telegram sent to Greek legation in London for communication to you. He 
begged me to telegraph also immediately to explain situation, but as Greek 
legation will communicate full text of message? it is unnecessary for me to do 
so. When Minister for Foreign Affairs referred to assistance rendered by 
Great Powers to Kemalists he declared that he was sure of his facts. He 
included Russia amongst Powers. At the end of the message it is stated that 
army can no longer oppose attacks of the enemy. Minister for Foreign 
Affairs explained in this connection that situation was so grave that govern- 
ment had telegraphed to commander-in-chief to suggest asking for an 
armistice. He will let me know reply tomorrow. 

Minister for Foreign Affairs denies stories circulated against commander- 
in-chief who, he says, according to ministers just returned from Smyrna 
has done his duty (see my telegram No. 347).3 

Minister for Foreign Affairs begs that above be treated as strictly con- 
fidential for His Majesty’s Government only. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


t Of September 1, not printed. 

2 This was communicated to the Foreign Office by the Greek Chargé d’Affaires under 
cover of his letter No. 2893 of September 2. The message ended: ‘. . . the Greek Govern- 
ment consider it to be their duty to inform the British Government, who have shown interest 
in our cause, that the Greek Army is no longer capable of coping with the enemy offensive.’ 

3 Of August 31. This stated: ‘Government circles are extremely depressed. Great in- 
dignation is expressed against commander-in-chief who was taken completely by surprise 
and to whose obstinate stupidity present disaster is attributed. I am told that Monsieur 
Stratos advocates retirement to original mandated frontier while Monsieur Gounaris wants 
entire evacuation. ...’ 
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No. 755 


Mr. Bentinck (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received September 2, 6.50 p.m.) 


No. 359 Telegraphic [E 8748/27/44] 


Very urgent ATHENS, September 2, 1922, 4.55 p.m. 
Confidential 


Minister for Foreign Affairs has just sent his private secretary to com- 
municate to me sense of two telegrams which are being sent to Greek 
legation, London, for immediate communication to you. 

1. States that High Commissioner Smyrna has telegraphed that in view 
of impossibility of defending Smyrna against Kemalists Powers should be 
warned to take urgent measures for protection of town in the interests of 
their nationals.! 

2. In view of military situation Greek government would accept proposals 
for an armistice on the basis of immediate evacuation of Asia Minor. Greek 
government begs His Majesty’s Government immediately to take such steps 
as they judge necessary in the circumstances.” 

Message concludes with expression of faith in His Majesty’s Government’s 
friendly services. 

These communications are being made to His Majesty’s Government 
only. 

Repeated to Constantinople and Smyrna. 

1 This was communicated by the Greek Chargé d‘Affaires in his letter No. 2897/St/22 of 
September 2, not printed; its substance was communicated to Sir H. Rumbold in Foreign 
Office telegram No. 345 of September 2, which instructed him as follows: ‘In view of above 
and of Sir H. Lamb’s telegram No. 56 of today [not printed] you should concert with Com- 
mander-in-Chief Mediterranean for protection and possible evacuation of British colony. 

‘You should also inform your colleagues and Sir H. Lamb.’ 

2 This was communicated in a Memorandum of September 2, left at the Foreign Office at 
6.15 p.m., the substance of which was communicated to Sir H. Rumbold in Foreign Office 
telegram No. 344 of September 2, not printed. 


No. 756 
Mr. Bentinck (Athens) to the Marquess Curzon of Kedleston 
(Received September 2, 9.10 p.m.) 
No. 360 Telegraphic [E 8749/27/44] 


Very urgent ATHENS, September 2, 1922, 6.15 p.m. 


Minister for Foreign Affairs has sent me word in answer to my enquiry 
to explain that Commander-in-Chief has not yet replied to suggestion made 
to him as to advisability of asking armistice of Kemal (see my telegram 
No. 356)! but that Greek government have in my immediately preceding 
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947 


telegram? of their own initiative made definite request of His Majesty’s 
Government to arrange an armistice for them on basis of evacuation which 
Kemal had demanded since last March but to which up till now Greeks had 
not been prepared to agree. 

Chief of the General Staff told Military Attaché to-day that evacuation 
of Asia Minor including Brussa would be begun immediately. He wished 
British Commander-in-Chief Constantinople to know this. He added that 
troops had practically ceased to fight. He expected troops embarked at 
Mudania would be sent to (? Rodosto) as nearest port. 

During recent operations (? three) regiments had been sent from Thrace to 
Smyrna or elsewhere so that present strength in Thrace is two divisions in 
eastern and one division in western Thrace. 

Repeated to Constantinople. 


2 No. 755. 
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